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ABSTRACT
Workplace heterosexism has been linked to numerous negative outcomes for gay, 
lesbian, and bisexual (GLB) employees. While GLB is the term commonly used in the 
literature, research examining workplace heterosexism often focuses on gay and lesbian 
(GL) employees. Thus, GL was the term used in the current study. Negative outcomes of 
workplace heterosexism include concealing one’s sexual identity, the use of identity 
management strategies to keep one’s sexual orientation a secret, increased psychological 
distress, and greater organizational withdrawal. The current study examined self-
monitoring, neuroticism, and locus of control as individual difference variables that can 
affect the relationship between workplace heterosexism and the negative outcomes that 
are experienced by GL employees and organizations.
As hypothesized, results indicated that workplace heterosexism was negatively 
related to the disclosure of one’s sexual identity at work and the use of integrating 
identity management strategies, as hypothesized. Workplace heterosexism was also 
positively related to the use of counterfeiting and avoiding identity management 
strategies, psychological distress, and work and job withdrawal, as hypothesized. 
Hypotheses regarding the moderating effects of self monitoring, neuroticism, and 
locus of control on the outcome variables were also tested. Self-monitoring moderated 
the relationship between workplace heterosexism and work withdrawal; however, the 
pattern of the interaction was not consistent with the proposed relationship. Additionally, 
neuroticism moderated the workplace heterosexism-counterfeiting relationship and the 
workplace heterosexism-job withdrawal relationship, as hypothesized. Finally, consistent 
iii
with the hypotheses, locus of control moderated the workplace heterosexism-disclosure 
relationship and the workplace heterosexism-avoiding relationship, as well as the 
workplace heterosexism-integrating relationship. Thus, locus of control had a consistent 
moderating effect on the relationship between workplace heterosexism and personal 
outcomes for sexual minority employees. Theoretical and practical implications of the 
significant findings are discussed.
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1CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
As of March 2010, 138,905,000 individuals were employed in the United States 
(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2010). Based on recent social science research 
suggesting that 3% of the U.S. population is gay or lesbian (Gates, 2004), it is estimated 
that 4,167,150 gay and lesbian (GL) individuals are employed in the U.S. workforce. 
Moreover, the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force (2007) stated that 48.2% of the U.S. 
population is not covered by a state, county, and/or city nondiscrimination law based on 
sexual orientation. Therefore, it is estimated that 2,008,566 GL employees are not 
protected against discrimination in the workplace based on sexual orientation. Thus, no 
mandated repercussions exist for these individuals if sexual orientation discrimination is 
experienced and the only option may be to remain in (and attempt to cope with) the 
discriminatory work environment. The current study examines this issue further by 
identifying individual differences that can help sexual minorities cope with such 
discrimination.
Moreover, while discrimination against women and racial minorities in the 
workplace has been a widely studied topic, less attention has been given to the 
experiences GL employees. Therefore, the topics investigated in the current study 
provide a better understanding of the issues faced by sexual minorities in the workplace 
and expand on the existing literature in a number of ways. 
In the literature review, concepts and theoretical perspectives concerning 
discrimination that are applicable to GL employees are described in order to provide a 
2better understanding of how discrimination in the workplace impacts sexual minorities. 
Especially pertinent to this topic are Minority Stress Theory and Stigma Theory. These 
are used as the theoretical foundations for the current study. 
Furthermore, the experiences that are unique to GL employees are discussed and 
related to these theoretical perspectives in order to demonstrate that being a sexual 
minority involves issues which are distinct from those faced by other minority groups. 
More specifically, workplace heterosexism and the decision to disclose one’s sexual 
identity at work are explored as unique challenges faced by GL employees. 
       After these distinctive experiences of GL employees are explored, a discussion of 
outcomes of workplace heterosexism, such as not disclosing one’s sexual identity, is 
provided. The use of identity management strategies by sexual minorities and the issues 
of psychological distress and organizational withdrawal are also reviewed and treated as 
significant personal and organizational outcomes for both the GL employee and the 
organization. This is followed by a discussion of the current state of the literature 
concerning sexual minorities in the workplace. 
After providing this theoretical framework and overview of the heterosexism-
outcome relationships that will be investigated in the current study, moderators of the 
relationship between workplace heterosexism and the outcome variables of interest are 
examined. More specifically, self-monitoring, neuroticism, and locus of control are 
introduced as individual difference variables that can affect the negative outcomes 
experienced by GL employees as a result of workplace heterosexism. Hypotheses are 
developed regarding the moderating effects of each of these three variables on the 
3outcome variables of interest in order to provide a better understanding of individual 
differences that influence sexual minorities’ experiences in the workplace.
Work Discrimination
Minorities face many forms of discrimination due to their group status and 
research suggests that these issues generalize to sexual minorities. One such form is work 
discrimination, which Chung (2001) defined as “unfair and negative treatment of workers 
or job applicants based on personal attributes that are irrelevant to job performance” (p. 
34). Work discrimination comes in many forms and it is important to examine the aspects 
of work discrimination that are most related to the experiences of GL employees. 
Much of the research on this topic focuses on two distinct forms of work 
discrimination: formal and interpersonal discrimination (Hebl, Foster, Mannix, & 
Dovidio, 2002). These concepts have also been referred to as overt and subtle 
discrimination, respectively (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2000). Formal discrimination includes 
discrimination in salary decisions, job assignments (Chung, 2001), hiring, access, 
resource distribution, and promotions, and is illegal in many states (Hebl et al., 2002). 
Interpersonal discrimination, on the other hand, is more subtle, involves interpersonal 
dynamics in the work atmosphere, and is legal because no federal laws exist against the 
more subtle forms of interpersonal discrimination. It includes both verbal and nonverbal 
harassment, as well as prejudice, hostility, and lack of respect (Chung, 2001; Hebl et al., 
2002).
Many theories have been proposed as to why minorities experience work 
discrimination, but there is a lack of theory concerning discrimination against GL 
4employees. However, because some of the same dynamics that characterize reactions to 
gender, ethnic, and racial minorities may generalize to reactions to GL employees, it is 
worthwhile to review this related research. Much of the literature is based on related 
theoretical perspectives concerning discrimination and diversity (Ragins & Cornwell, 
2001). Two such theoretical perspectives are Minority Stress Theory and Stigma Theory. 
Minority Stress Theory is examined first and related to the issue of heterosexism. The 
way in which this distinctive form of prejudice impacts sexual minorities is also explored. 
This is followed by a description of Stigma Theory and a discussion of how it relates to 
the disclosure of one’s sexual orientation in the workplace, which also creates a unique 
challenge for sexual minorities. Finally, psychological distress and organizational 
withdrawal are examined as common negative outcomes experienced by sexual 
minorities as a result of workplace heterosexism.
Minority Stress Theory
Minority Stress Theory stemmed from Social Stress Theory, which states that 
personal events and conditions in the social environment can lead to physical, mental, or 
emotional pressure, strain, or tension in an individual (Meyer, 1995). All of these adverse 
effects are believed to cause stress for an individual. The concept of minority stress was 
developed to emphasize the unique stress that individuals from stigmatized social groups 
encounter as a result of their minority social status (Meyer, 2003). An apt description of  
minority stress is provided by Brooks (1981), who defined it as “a state intervening 
between the sequential antecedent stressors of culturally sanctioned, categorically 
ascribed inferior status, resultant prejudice and discrimination, the impact of these forces 
5on the cognitive structure of the individual, and consequent readjustment or adaptational 
failure” (p. 84). Similarly, Smith and Ingram (2004) state that minority stress results from 
the strain of having values, needs, and experiences that are at odds with the majority 
group.
Meyer (2003) identified three basic assumptions concerning minority stress. First, 
minority stress is unique to stigmatized individuals because they experience stressors 
from being a minority in addition to the general stressors that are experienced by all 
individuals. Therefore, stigmatized individuals must exert more effort to adapt to social 
conditions as compared to individuals who are not stigmatized. Second, minority stress is 
chronic because it “is related to relatively stable underlying social and cultural structures” 
(Meyer, 2003, p. 676). Lastly, minority stress is socially-based because it results from 
social processes, institutions, and structures that are outside of the stigmatized 
individual’s control.       
Many researchers have related Minority Stress Theory to the experiences of 
sexual minorities in general, and in the workplace, with the majority of this research 
focusing on the issue of heterosexism. It is important to examine the relationship between 
minority stress and heterosexism in order to understand the distinctive experiences of 
sexual minorities and to also gain a comprehensive understanding of the issues that GL 
employees encounter in the workplace.
Heterosexism as Minority Stress
Sexual minorities can be distinguished from other minority groups because, 
unlike members of ethnic and racial minority groups, GL individuals spend most of their 
6lives relatively isolated from members of their cultural group (Waldo, 1999). Moreover, 
sexual minorities must endure experiences of heterosexism, which serves as a form of 
minority stress unique to GL individuals. 
Heterosexism is defined as “an ideological system that denies, denigrates, and 
stigmatizes, any nonheterosexual form of behavior, identity, relationship or community” 
(Herek, 1992, p. 89). According to this definition, heterosexism includes both implicit 
and explicit forms of discrimination. Waldo (1999) explains how heterosexism may 
include implicit events such as inquiring as to why an individual is not married to explicit 
malicious antigay jokes and bashings. These forms of heterosexism were labeled indirect 
and direct heterosexism, respectively. Regardless of the type of heterosexism, each is 
stressful for GL individuals because they arise “from a culture that considers 
heterosexuality the normal and only acceptable sexual orientation” (Waldo, 1999, p. 
218). 
These are common experiences for GL employees who choose to reveal their 
minority status. For example, in a stratified sample of 662 sexual minorities, 20% 
reported criminal, personal, or property violations linked to their sexual preference, 50% 
reported verbal harassment, and over 1 in 10 reported employment or housing 
discrimination (Herek, 2009). Thus, heterosexism has the potential to have powerful 
consequences for GL individuals.
In discussions of this construct, it is important to distinguish heterosexism from 
homophobia. Lance (2002) notes that heterosexism is a “discriminatory assumption that 
people are or should be attracted to people of the other gender,” whereas homophobia 
7consists of “irrational fears and negative attitudes of lesbians and gay males” (p. 410). 
While at its most extreme expression, heterosexism may contain some elements of 
homophobia, the former construct also encompasses less extreme beliefs, such as the idea 
that a heterosexual lifestyle is the only normal path for individuals. For example, in one 
study of attitudes toward homosexuality, reactions including disgust, “don’t ask/don’t 
tell,” and ostracism/fear were identified (Embrick, Walther, & Wickens, 2007). Thus, 
although the two constructs overlap, heterosexism has unique components which are 
related to minority stress.
Meyer (1995) described three distinct components of heterosexism that are related 
to stress among GL individuals. These components are internalized homophobia, 
perceived stigma, and prejudiced events. Internalized homophobia describes the negative 
views of homosexuality that become internalized by GL individuals. Perceived stigma 
refers to the belief that an individual will be treated unfairly due to his or her sexual 
orientation. Prejudiced events are discriminatory, biased, and violent actions GL 
individuals experience. All three of these phenomena are the manifestation of 
heterosexism’s effects on GL individuals. Whereas internalized homophobia and 
perceived stigma are embodied within GL individuals, prejudiced events are direct or 
indirect behavioral displays of heterosexism by others. 
In summary, Minority Stress Theory provides a useful general framework for 
examining the potential stressors experienced by GL employees. Meyer’s research was 
significant because it identified different facets of heterosexism and served to further 
define the construct of heterosexism. This work also provided evidence that heterosexism 
8may lead to negative consequences for GL individuals, and it is likely that these extend to 
the workplace environment. In the next segment, the research on the impact of workplace 
heterosexism on GL employees is explored.
Workplace Heterosexism 
While heterosexism serves as a form of minority stress for sexual minorities in 
everyday life and in the workplace, research concerning heterosexism in the workplace is 
relatively new and not extensive. However, the research that has been conducted 
demonstrates that heterosexism has many adverse effects on GL employees. For example, 
Waldo (1999) examined interpersonal heterosexism in the workplace and found that fear 
of discrimination was associated with higher levels of distress and health-related 
problems in sexual minority employees, as well as decreased satisfaction with many 
aspects of their work. More specifically, sexual minorities who experienced heterosexism 
in the workplace had stronger intentions to quit, higher levels of absenteeism, and other 
work withdrawal behaviors. Waldo concluded that the findings were “consistent with the 
minority stress theory in that GLB employees working in a majority context experience 
distress when their minority status is emphasized” (p. 229). This finding also emphasizes 
that the personal stress experienced by sexual minority employees may impact 
organizational outcomes, such as the loss of valued employees.
Furthermore, Ragins and Cornwell (2001) found that formal heterosexism, such 
as discriminatory policies and hiring and promotions procedures, was related to lower 
levels of a number of attitudinal variables including  job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, organization-based self-esteem, satisfaction with career opportunities for 
9promotion, and career commitment, as well as higher turnover intentions for sexual 
minorities. Moreover, GL employees who perceived more heterosexism in the workplace 
had more negative job and career attitudes than those who perceived less workplace 
heterosexism. Thus, heterosexism may create a hostile environment for GL employees 
and may also create negative outcomes for the organization.
In summary, research associated with the minority stress perspective suggests that 
there are clear, definable stressors in the environment that may, in turn, relate to 
increased stress reactions and related withdrawal behaviors. A related theory, Stigma 
Theory, provides an additional perspective on the experiences of sexual minority 
employees in organizations. Stigma Theory extends beyond Minority Stress Theory in 
that it examines ways in which individuals cope with the stressors they may experience at 
work or in other social settings. Thus, it provides a useful framework for examining 
individual differences that may affect the relationship between workplace heterosexism 
and personal and organizational outcomes associated with GL employees.
Stigma Theory
Goffman (1963) defined stigma as “an attribute that makes one different from 
others in the category of persons available for him to be, and of a less desirable kind…He 
is thus reduced in our minds from a whole and usual person to a tainted, discounted one”
(p. 3). Stigma Theory states that stigmatized groups are often discredited and viewed as 
inferior by the majority group. Stigmatized individuals may experience anxiety 
concerning social situations because they feel others do not accept them or consider them 
equal and, thus, learn to expect negative regard from the dominant group (Meyer, 2003). 
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Moreover, stigmatized individuals may try to conceal their stigma or pass as members of 
the majority group in order to avoid negative consequences. For this reason, Stigma 
Theory has been used to explore personal outcomes that influence a GL individual’s 
well-being (Ragins & Cornwell, 2001). In the next segment, two categories of personal 
outcomes directly related to sexual identity are examined: the decision to disclose one’s 
sexual identity and the use of identity management strategies. 
Disclosure and Stigmatization
Sexual orientation is not a readily observable characteristic, which makes it 
distinguishable from other stigmas that have been examined in the discrimination 
literature. Whereas gender and racial minority groups’ stigmas are readily apparent, GL 
individuals have a choice of whether or not to disclose their sexual orientation (Ragins & 
Cornwell, 2001). As noted by researchers, the invisibility of sexual orientation makes the 
dynamics involved in prejudice against group members distinct from gender or racial 
discrimination (Clair, Beatty, & MacLean, 2005). 
According to Clair et al. (2005), sexual minority employees may engage in a type 
of cost-benefit analysis when deciding whether to disclose, with the organizational 
environment playing a central role in this decision. In fact, disclosing one’s sexual 
identity involves much fear and emotional distress, which is why it is one of the most 
difficult issues that sexual minorities face (Griffith & Hebl, 2002). GL employees may 
use cues regarding support at work for disclosure as an important factor in their decision 
to reveal their sexual identity. This, along with the extent of workplace heterosexism, 
may explain why the majority of GL employees are not “out” at work (Ragins, 2008). 
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Furthermore, since sexual orientation is not readily observable, GL employees 
may avoid stigmatization by choosing to not disclose their sexual identity at work 
(Badgett, 1996). As noted in prior research, the fact that minority status is “invisible” for 
GL employees may lead these individuals to shift their focus to information management, 
or how much of one’s sexual identity they reveal (Beatty & Kirby, 2006).
Disclosure at Work
Work is treated as a unique context for disclosure by most researchers (Croteau, 
Anderson, & VanderWal, 2008). This stems from findings indicating that the disclosure 
of one’s sexual identity at work can have both positive and negative outcomes for sexual 
minorities. For example, Rostosky and Riggle (2002) reported that disclosure at work can 
enhance worker satisfaction, productivity, and loyalty and that the visibility of sexual 
minority employees and their partners “increases the likelihood of effective advocacy for 
equitable workplace policies, a safe work environment, and effective support networks in 
the workplace” (p. 411). Disclosure may also be viewed as an important source of self-
verification and may have positive effects on one’s identity and self-esteem (Ragins, 
2008). In general, open disclosure is assumed to be universally preferred for self-esteem 
and self-integrity reasons, but must be balanced with concerns regarding the effects of 
stigmatization (Croteau et al., 2008). For example, disclosure may increase the likelihood 
of discrimination, job loss, verbal attacks, or physical threats for sexual minorities (Clair 
et al., 2005). 
While it may be the case that the openness of the organizational environment 
plays a role in determining the impact of disclosure on personal stress, research suggests
12
that disclosure often results in negative consequences for the individual. In fact, Woods 
(1994) reported that, in an interview study of 70 gay men, 97% said that their sexual 
orientation had cost them a raise, a promotion, or a relationship with a potential mentor. 
However, GL individuals who choose to hide their sexual identities report lower levels of 
psychological well-being and life satisfaction, as well as increased health risks (Griffith 
& Hebl, 2002), and expend energy that detracts from their productivity and overall career 
development (Rostosky & Riggle, 2002). Thus, the relationship between disclosure and 
the outcome for the individual may depend on the outcome measure of interest. It appears 
to have job-related costs (e.g., not receiving a promotion) but personally-related benefits 
(e.g., increased psychological well-being).
Fear of discrimination and stigma effects based on sexual orientation can decrease 
an individual’s likelihood of disclosing their sexual orientation at work, while beliefs that 
the organization is supportive have a positive influence on disclosure (Ragins, 2008). For 
example, individuals may indirectly experience discrimination in a hostile work 
environment if no one knows or suspects that they are gay (Ragins & Cornwell, 2001).
Indeed, Driscoll, Kelley, and Fassinger (1996) found that gay employees were more 
likely to disclose their sexual identities in workplaces that were viewed as supportive of 
sexual minorities. Similarly, Day and Schoenrade (2000) found that GL employees were 
more satisfied, more affectively committed, and more likely to disclose their sexual 
preference when they were in organizations with anti-discrimination policies 
encompassing sexual preference. Top managerial support for these policies also predicted
these positive outcomes. Additionally, Ragins and Cornwell (2001) claimed support for 
13
Stigma Theory because they found that GL employees were less likely to disclose their 
sexual orientation in workplaces in which they experienced or observed discrimination 
based on sexual orientation. In sum, this suggests that the organizational environment can 
have a significant impact on disclosure.
Fear of discrimination because of sexual orientation not only affects GL 
individuals' decisions to disclose their sexual identity at work, but may also make them 
feel as though they need to actively conceal it. As Burn, Kadlec, and Rexer (2006) 
explain, “The looming expectation of social rejection and antigay harassment may 
explain why so many GLB persons feel compelled to keep their sexuality secret or even 
feign heterosexuality” (p. 25). The prominence of the issue of disclosure in the 
experiences of sexual minority employees suggests that there is a need to better 
understand the role of this variable in these employees’ well-being. 
A second, distinct response to heterosexism is the use of identity management 
strategies which conceal sexual identity. These are ways in which a GL employee may 
manage perceptions of his or her sexuality in order to minimize the negative impact of 
heterosexism on their personal well-being or career. In the next segment, these strategies 
and their use by sexual minorities are explored.
Identity Management 
The decision of how to manage one’s sexual identity is a major issue in the lives 
of sexual minorities (Button, 2001). Chung (2001) explains that sexual minorities deal 
with potential discrimination and stigma through identity management. Identity 
management refers to strategies and techniques individuals use in face-to-face 
14
interactions in order to manage, control, and manipulate the information others receive 
about them (Milman & Rabow, 2006). However, similar to not disclosing one’s sexual 
identity, the use of identity management strategies that serve to conceal an individual’s 
sexual orientation requires an extra expenditure of energy, which can be stressful for 
sexual minorities (Meyer, 2003).
Based on an in-depth qualitative study, Woods (1994) identified three identity 
management strategies that gay males utilize in the workplace: counterfeiting, avoiding, 
and integrating. Counterfeiting, or “playing it straight,” is an active strategy that involves 
the construction and assertion of a false heterosexual identity. Examples of counterfeiting 
include a gay man using female pronouns to describe a relationship, even though the 
relationship is with another man, or the complete fabrication of a heterosexual 
relationship. Rather than falsely constructing a heterosexual identity, individuals utilizing 
the avoiding strategy choose not to reveal any information regarding sexual relationships 
and, thus, appear asexual. Examples of avoiding include verbally evading the issue when 
it comes up in conversations or excluding oneself from situations in which these types of 
questions may come up.  Finally, integrating is characterized as the honest expression of 
one’s sexual identity. In other words, individuals using an integrating strategy are open 
about their sexuality and make efforts to deal with consequences that may result from 
their openness. While most examples of an integrating strategy involve an overt 
expression of one’s sexuality, individuals can also reveal their sexuality in a more 
indirect fashion, such as allowing coworkers to find a picture of the individual with their 
same-sex partner. It is important to note that, while Woods’ study included only gay 
15
males, these three identity management strategies have been found to generalize to a 
lesbian sample (Button, 2004).
Many GL employees may feel the need to utilize the identity management 
strategies of counterfeiting and avoiding, which are associated with being less open about 
one’s sexuality, at work because legal discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation 
still persists in most parts of the United States (Tejeda, 2006). While legal protection is 
seen as a factor that can encourage more positive organizational climates for sexual 
minority employees, a fear of the effects of disclosing one’s sexual identity may inhibit 
individuals from filing claims, even in states that offer such protection (Clair et al., 2005; 
Colvin, 2009). Thus, it is certainly not the case that legal protection alone can protect 
individuals from the consequences of disclosure.
While many organizations have enacted non-discrimination policies in order to 
affirm sexual diversity and show that they are accepting and supportive of sexual 
minority employees, there is currently no federal legislation against discrimination on the 
basis of sexual orientation and only 21 states and the District of Columbia have enacted 
such laws (National Gay and Lesbian Task Force, 2009). Similarly, even though laws 
prohibiting sexual preference discrimination have been passed in the European Union, 
sexual minority employees covered by such legislation may feel that these laws have not 
been adequately publicized or enforced, although they do acknowledge benefits of the 
legal protection (Colgan, Wright, Creegan, & McKearney, 2009). Thus, in most 
jurisdictions, there is a lack of any legal recourse for sexual minority employees who face 
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discrimination and, although legal protection has benefits, it needs to be publicized and 
enforced to have maximum effectiveness (Button, 2001).
This can lead to increased psychological distress for sexual minorities and may 
also result in organizational withdrawal behaviors for GL individuals attempting to cope 
with heterosexist work environments. Thus, heterosexism may be associated with identity 
management strategies regarding disclosure and increased stress for sexual minorities. In 
addition, the negative aspects of heterosexist environments can lead to outcomes that 
impact individuals’ well-being (e.g., psychological distress) as well as the organization 
(e.g., organizational withdrawal). Both of these responses to workplace heterosexism are 
discussed below.
Psychological Distress
Ilfeld (1976) conceptualized psychological distress as a combination of symptoms 
of depression, anxiety, anger, and cognitive disturbance. As noted, GL individuals may 
cope with workplace heterosexism by not disclosing their sexual identity and concealing 
it through the use counterfeiting and avoiding identity management strategies. This 
vigilance requires a considerable expenditure of energy (Meyer, 1995), which may result 
in stress for sexual minorities, a proposition supported by Hobfoll’s (1989) Conservation 
of Resources (COR) model of stress. Hobfoll’s model proposes that individuals attempt 
to acquire and maintain that which is valuable to them (resources) and that stress results 
when those resources are threatened, lost, or not able to be recuperated after use. Thus, it 
is not surprising that previous research has linked workplace heterosexism to increased 
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psychological distress among sexual minorities (e.g., Beatty & Kirby, 2006; Griffith & 
Hebl, 2002; Waldo, 1999).
While the research reviewed thus far suggests that heterosexist environments 
impact the identity management strategies used by and the stress levels of GL employees, 
these environments may also be associated with outcomes that have costs to 
organizations. One of these is a natural response to a negative work environment: 
organizational withdrawal. In the next segment, the nature of this construct and its 
relationship to heterosexist work environments are examined.
Organizational Withdrawal
According to Hansich and Hulin (1990, 1991), organizational withdrawal 
encompasses both work (e.g., lateness, absenteeism, unfavorable behaviors) and job (e.g., 
turnover intention, transfer intention) withdrawal behaviors. Organizational withdrawal 
has been viewed as both a negative organizational outcome and a negative personal 
outcome because of the resulting costs to the organization and the individual’s career 
(Storms & Spector, 1987). 
The research on the relationship between workplace heterosexism and 
organizational withdrawal behaviors is rather limited. This is an area that should be of 
interest to organizations, since withdrawal impacts the individual’s opportunity to 
contribute to the organization as well as feelings of being integrated within the 
organization. Previous research has demonstrated a positive relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and organizational withdrawal among sexual minority 
employees (e.g., Waldo, 1999).  In the current study, this organizational variable is 
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included in order to investigate its relationship to workplace heterosexism and the 
psychological moderators of interest. 
Limitations in the Current State of the Literature
There are many limitations in the existing literature concerning the experiences of 
GL in the workplace. One such limitation is that research focusing on workplace 
discrimination against sexual minorities is far from extensive (Crow, Fok, & Hartman, 
1998). Few replications of findings exist, making it difficult to develop meaningful 
theories regarding workplace heterosexism’s effects on GL employees. This contributes 
to the second limitation: a lack of theory concerning discrimination against sexual 
minorities (Ragins & Cornwell, 2001).  
Moreover, the literature concerning sexual minorities in the workplace primarily 
focuses on how aspects of the work environment (e.g., heterosexism) affect these 
employees, but very little research exists concerning how personal aspects of GL 
individuals play a role in their experiences in the workplace. Current views of GL 
discrimination identify a number of issues in the field, including a lack of attention to 
psychological variables that may moderate the impact of heterosexism on the individual 
(Clair et al., 2005). Thus, there is a lack of research examining individual differences 
among GL individuals that can exacerbate or ameliorate the negative outcomes they 
experience as a result of workplace heterosexism. Furthermore, there is a lack of 
understanding of how these individual differences may differentially impact personal 
outcomes (e.g., stress-related reactions) as opposed to work-related outcomes (e.g., forms 
of organizational withdrawal) among GL individuals. The current study integrates these 
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individual difference variables into predictions regarding the effects of workplace 
heterosexism on personal- and work-related outcomes.
Griffith and Hebl (2002) examined the centrality of one’s sexual orientation, the 
extent of disclosure to significant others, and self-acceptance of one’s sexual identity as 
individual differences that can affect GL individuals’ workplace experiences; however, 
these factors are directly related to an individual’s sexual identity. Therefore, another 
limitation in the literature is the absence of an examination of general individual 
differences in psychological variables related to coping among GL individuals that are 
not directly associated with an individual’s sexual identity. There is also an important 
need to study how aspects of the work environment and the individual characteristics of 
sexual minorities interact to predict both personal and organizational outcomes. The 
current study contributes to this literature by examining individual differences among GL 
individuals that may be especially pertinent to their experiences of heterosexism in the 
workplace and the negative personal and organizational outcomes that can result from 
these experiences.
The Current Study
As established in the reviewed research, heterosexism serves as a form of 
minority stress for GL individuals (e.g., Waldo, 1999). Thus, workplace heterosexism 
served as the predictor variable in the current study. The outcome variables of interest 
were both personal (e.g., disclosure of one’s sexual identity at work, the use of identity 
management strategies, and psychological distress) and organizational (e.g., work and job 
withdrawal) in nature. Not disclosing one’s sexual identity at work, a lesser use of 
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integrating identity management strategies, and a greater use of counterfeiting and 
avoiding identity management strategies were treated as negative personal outcomes for 
GL individuals because they have been related to increased stress for GL individuals. A 
direct measure of psychological distress was used in the current study because it is an 
additional negative personal outcome for GL individuals as a result of workplace 
heterosexism. Organizational withdrawal (i.e., work and job withdrawal) was viewed as a 
negative organizational outcome because it can result in lowered productivity and the 
wasting of organizational resources (Storms & Spector, 1987). This outcome variable 
was also assessed in the current study.
As noted, it is anticipated that the relationship between workplace heterosexism 
and the outcome variables of interest will be moderated by individual difference 
variables. The moderator variables examined in the current study were chosen based on 
their relationship to stress as well as on the assumption that differences among GL 
individuals on each moderator would be systematically related to the levels of negative 
outcomes experienced by these individuals as a result of workplace heterosexism. 
Specifically, the main effect of workplace heterosexism is expected to interact with self-
monitoring, neuroticism, and locus of control in predicting the outcome variables of 
interest (see Figure 1). Brief descriptions of these moderating variables are provided 
below. Embedded within these descriptions are the proposed relationships between 
workplace heterosexism, each of the moderating variables, and the outcome variables of 
interest for the current study. 
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Moderating Variables of Interest: Self-Monitoring, Locus of Control, and Neuroticism
Self-monitoring. Snyder (1974) stated that individuals differ in the extent to which 
they are sensitive to situational and interpersonal cues and distinguished between high 
and low self-monitors. High self-monitors are more sensitive to situational and 
interpersonal cues about what is appropriate and are capable of altering their behavior to 
fit the social context because they are adept at deciphering social cues. Low self-
monitors, on the other hand, lack the ability or motivation to regulate their behavior to 
match these social cues. In other words, high self-monitors tend to base their behaviors 
on the situation and people surrounding them, whereas low self-monitors’ behaviors 
reflect their feelings and attitudes, regardless of the contextual circumstances, and have 
greater behavioral consistency between what they say and what they do.
Theoretical support for the notion that self-monitoring operates as a moderator of 
the heterosexism-disclosure relationship is supplied by Clair et al. (2005), who postulate 
that the “invisibility” of a sexual minority status leads individuals to have more control 
over disclosure.  The researchers suggest that high self-monitors may be more likely to 
disclose their sexual identity in supportive environments and less likely to disclose in 
non-supportive environments, as described below. However, empirical tests of this 
relationship have not been conducted to date. Furthermore, specific tests of the 
potentially moderating effect of self-monitoring on the disclosure of one’s sexual identity 
and the use of identity management strategies have not been conducted to date.
The concept of self-monitoring can be related to the personal outcomes of interest 
in the current study. More specifically, a GL individual’s decision to disclose their sexual 
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orientation at work, their use of identity management strategies, and their level of 
psychological distress may all be determined by the interaction between self-monitoring 
and workplace heterosexism. 
As previously mentioned, sexual minorities are more likely to disclose their 
sexual identity in work environments that are gay supportive (Driscoll et al., 1996).
Taking self-monitoring into consideration, high self-monitoring GL individuals should 
place more importance on the work environment and be more aware of and responsive to 
cues related to workplace heterosexism than low self-monitors. Therefore, GL employees 
who are high self-monitors should be much less likely to disclose their sexual orientation 
in organizations that do not support sexual diversity (or exhibit heterosexism) compared 
to those that do, whereas the behavior of low self-monitors should be less responsive to 
changes in the organizational environment. 
Furthermore, high self-monitoring GL individuals should be more sensitive to 
situational cues in their use of identity management strategies compared to low self-
monitoring GL individuals. Therefore, high self-monitors should be more likely to be 
influenced by the situation when determining if it is necessary to engage in identity 
management strategies, whereas low self-monitors should be less influenced by the 
situation. Heterosexism in the workplace can be considered a relevant situational cue 
concerning GL individuals and the use of identity management strategies. Thus, high 
self-monitors should use more counterfeiting and avoiding identity management
strategies and less integrating identity management strategies in organizations high in 
heterosexism compared to those low in heterosexism. Low self-monitors, on the other 
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hand, should be less affected by workplace heterosexism in their use of identity 
management strategies.
As previously mentioned, the use of identity management strategies associated 
with concealing one’s sexual identity (i.e., counterfeiting and avoiding) requires the 
expenditure of extra cognitive resources, which can result in stress for GL individuals. 
Moreover, the assumption that high self-monitoring GL individuals alter their identity 
management strategies based on the social context implies that they are expending 
cognitive resources in order to determine the appropriate strategy to utilize in particular 
situations. This would result in less available resources to dedicate to coping with the 
stressors experienced by GL individuals due to their minority status. Thus, high self-
monitoring tendencies should exacerbate the psychological distress experienced by many 
GL individuals. Therefore, the relationship between workplace heterosexism and 
psychological distress should be stronger for high self-monitoring GL individuals than 
low self-monitoring GL individuals.
It is anticipated that self-monitoring will also moderate the relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and organizational withdrawal. Due to high self-monitors’ 
reliance on social cues to determine behaviors that are appropriate for the context in 
which they are in, high self-monitoring GL individuals should view a heterosexist work 
environment as more stressful and, thus, be more likely to display organizational 
withdrawal behaviors. Conversely, high self-monitoring GL individuals should engage in 
lower levels of organizational withdrawal behaviors in supportive organizational 
environments for high self-monitoring GL individuals. Low self-monitors, on the other 
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hand, should be less sensitive and less responsive to the environment and, therefore, the 
relationship between heterosexism and organizational withdrawal should be weaker for 
these GL individuals.
Thus, self-monitoring is regarded as an individual difference variable that 
increases sensitivity to interpersonal and environmental cues. While this could certainly 
serve as an advantage in favorable environments, high self-monitoring could also amplify 
the negative outcomes experienced by a GL individual in a less favorable, or more 
heterosexist, environment.
Neuroticism. Neuroticism refers to a lack of emotional stability and psychological 
adjustment. Individuals who score high in neuroticism are usually described as being 
fearful, anxious, and depressed (Judge, Thoresen, & Matocchio, 1997). Neuroticism is 
also related to negative affect and a predisposition to view oneself and the surrounding 
world negatively. Rantanen, Pulkkinen, and Kinnunen (2005) found that neuroticism was 
positively linked to psychological distress and work-to-family conflict. Neuroticism has 
also been linked to absenteeism and other work withdrawal behaviors (Judge et al., 
1997). Thus, this psychological tendency has been related to a broad range of stress-
related outcomes.
Although research in this area is very limited, prior clinical research suggests that 
neuroticism can produce a type of hypersensitivity to cues regarding discrimination 
(Huebner, Nemeroff, & Davis, 2005). Therefore, sexual minorities with high neuroticism 
scores should be more likely to experience the negative effects of workplace 
heterosexism, and higher levels of psychological distress and stress in general, than those 
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who are low in neuroticism. Moreover, these individuals should be more likely to 
perceive higher levels of discrimination in the workplace due to their tendency to view 
the surrounding world negatively. This should affect GL individuals’ likelihood of 
disclosing their sexual identity at work as well as their use of identity management 
strategies. Thus, GL individuals high in neuroticism should be less likely to disclose their 
sexual identity at work and use integrating identity management strategies and more 
likely to use counterfeiting and avoiding identity management strategies as a result of 
workplace heterosexism than GL individuals low in neuroticism. This reflects a “hyper-
vigilance” to environmental cues and an over-interpretation of the cues on the part of 
highly neurotic or anxious GL individuals. These individuals should also be apt to 
experience psychological distress and engage in organizational withdrawal behaviors,
regardless of the level of heterosexism apparent in the workplace, due to their proneness 
to such responses. 
In this sense, neuroticism exacerbates GL individuals’ tendencies to hide their 
sexual identity and use identity management strategies associated with being less open 
about one’s sexual orientation in order to do so when the organizational environment is 
unfavorable. However, workplace heterosexism is expected to have less influence on 
psychological distress and organizational withdrawal responses for individuals high in 
neuroticism because these responses are typical for these individuals.  In other words, 
individuals high in neuroticism should demonstrate high levels of these responses, 
regardless of the level of heterosexism present in the workplace, because neuroticism is 
positively associated with psychological distress and work withdrawal behaviors.
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Locus of control. Locus of control refers to the extent that individuals believe they 
have control over the events that influence their lives (Rotter, 1966). Individuals with an 
internal locus of control feel their own decisions and behaviors influence the events in 
their lives, whereas individuals with an external locus of control believe fate, chance, or 
powerful others influence their life events. Concerning locus of control as it relates to the 
workplace, Blau (2001) found that individuals with an external locus of control perceived 
limited occupational alternatives for themselves. Thus, GL individuals with an external 
locus of control should be highly motivated to keep their current job and should alter 
their behaviors to do so. Therefore, these individuals should be more sensitive to 
workplace heterosexism in determining whether to disclose their sexual identity or to use 
identity management strategies in order to maintain a positive standing with the 
organization. Individuals with an internal locus of control, on the other hand, should be 
less likely to rely on external circumstances (e.g., workplace heterosexism) when 
determining to disclose their sexual identity and use identity management strategies 
because they believe that life events are contingent on their own actions. 
Concerning psychological distress, numerous studies have demonstrated the 
moderating role of locus of control in the stressor-strain relationship (e.g., Cummins, 
1988; Kobasa, Maddi, & Kahn, 1982). More specifically, individuals with an external 
locus of control have been found to report greater levels of anxiety and depression as a 
result of stress compared to individuals with an internal locus of control (e.g., Joe, 1971). 
Therefore, the failure to feel a sense of control over the organizational environment can 
contribute to stress. Thus, GL individuals with an external locus of control should report 
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greater levels of psychological distress as a result of workplace heterosexism than GL 
individuals with an internal locus of control.
Locus of control has also been found to moderate the relationship between 
organizational frustration and organizational withdrawal behaviors. For example, Storms 
and Spector (1987) demonstrated that individuals with an external locus of control were 
more likely to have counterproductive behavioral reactions (e.g., sabotage, withdrawal, 
intention to quit) to organizational frustration than individuals with an internal locus of 
control. Workplace heterosexism can be considered a form of organizational frustration 
for sexual minorities and GL individuals with an external locus of control should 
demonstrate higher levels of organizational withdrawal as a result of this frustration than 
GL individuals with an internal locus of control. 
In summary, GL individuals with an internal locus of control should feel more in 
control of their environment and more able to deal with the stress associated with a 
heterosexist environment. Moreover, they should be more likely to feel their personal-
and work-related outcomes do not depend on shifting their responses to external events, 
but on their own control over the situation and, therefore, they should be less affected by 
environmental stressors such as workplace heterosexism. GL individuals who are more 
fatalistic (i.e., those who have an external locus of control) should feel that the influence 
of heterosexism on their personal and work life is less controllable and they may be more 
prone to negative responses and outcomes as a result of such heterosexism.
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Hypotheses
Based on the literature concerning the moderator variables of interest for the 
current study, as well as the literature focusing on the negative effects that workplace 
heterosexism can have on sexual minorities, the following hypotheses were developed. 
The first set of predictions involve hypotheses regarding the main effects of workplace 
heterosexism on the outcome variables of interest: disclosure at work, the use of 
counterfeiting, avoiding, and integrating identity management strategies, psychological 
distress, and work and job withdrawal. These are followed by the proposed moderating 
effects of self-monitoring, neuroticism, and locus of control on the relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and the outcome variables of interest. These hypotheses are 
grouped according to the moderator variable being examined.
Hypotheses of Main Effects
Hypotheses 1a–g: Workplace heterosexism will be negatively related to 
disclosure of one’s sexual identity at work (H1a) and the use of integrating identity 
management strategies (H1b) and positively related to the use of counterfeiting (H1c) and 
avoiding identity management strategies (H1d), psychological distress (H1e), and work 
(H1f) and job withdrawal (H1g). 
Hypotheses Concerning the Moderating Role of Self-Monitoring
Hypothesis 2a: High self-monitoring GL individuals will be more likely to 
disclose their sexual identity in organizations low in heterosexism compared to those high 
in heterosexism. The relationship between workplace heterosexism and disclosure at 
work will be weaker for low self-monitoring GL individuals.
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Hypotheses 2b–d: High self-monitoring GL individuals will report greater use of 
counterfeiting (H2b) and avoiding identity management strategies (H2c) and less use of 
integrating identity management strategies (H2d) in organizations high in heterosexism 
compared to those low in heterosexism. The relationship between workplace 
heterosexism and the use of identity management strategies will be weaker for low self-
monitoring GL individuals.
Hypothesis 2e: High self-monitoring GL individuals will report greater levels of 
psychological distress in organizations high in heterosexism compared to those low in 
heterosexism. The relationship between workplace heterosexism and psychological 
distress will be weaker for low self-monitoring GL individuals. 
Hypotheses 2f–g: High self-monitoring GL individuals will report greater levels 
of work (H2f) and job withdrawal (H2g) in organizations high in heterosexism compared 
to those low in heterosexism. The relationship between workplace heterosexism and 
withdrawal behaviors will be weaker for low self-monitoring GL individuals.
Hypotheses Concerning the Moderating Role of Neuroticism
Hypothesis 3a: GL individuals scoring high in neuroticism will be more likely to 
disclose their sexual identity in organizations low in heterosexism compared to those high 
in heterosexism. The relationship between workplace heterosexism and disclosure at 
work will be weaker for GL individuals low in neuroticism. 
Hypotheses 3b–d: GL individuals scoring high in neuroticism will report greater 
use of counterfeiting (H3b) and avoiding identity management strategies (H3c) and less 
use of integrating identity management strategies (H3d) in organizations high in 
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heterosexism compared to those low in heterosexism. The relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and the use of identity management strategies will be weaker for 
GL individuals low in neuroticism. 
Hypothesis 3e: GL individuals scoring low in neuroticism will report greater 
levels of psychological distress in organizations high in heterosexism compared to those 
low in heterosexism. The relationship between workplace heterosexism and 
psychological distress will be weaker, and higher overall, for GL individuals high in 
neuroticism.
Hypotheses 3f–g: GL individuals scoring low in neuroticism will report greater 
levels of work (H3f) and job withdrawal (H3g) in organizations high in heterosexism 
compared to those low in heterosexism. The relationship between workplace 
heterosexism and withdrawal behaviors will be weaker, and higher overall, for GL 
individuals high in neuroticism.
Hypotheses Concerning the Moderating Role of Locus of Control
Hypothesis 4a: GL individuals with an external locus of control will be more 
likely to disclose their sexual identity in organizations low in heterosexism compared to 
those high in heterosexism. The relationship between workplace heterosexism and 
disclosure at work will be weaker for GL individuals with an internal locus of control.
Hypotheses 4b–d: GL individuals with an external locus of control will report 
greater use of counterfeiting (H4b) and avoiding identity management strategies (H4c) 
and less use of integrating identity management strategies (H4d) in organizations high in 
heterosexism compared to those low in heterosexism. The relationship between 
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workplace heterosexism and identity management will be weaker for GL individuals with 
an internal locus of control.
Hypothesis 4e: GL individuals with an external locus of control will report greater 
levels of psychological distress in organizations high in heterosexism compared to those 
low in heterosexism. The relationship between workplace heterosexism and 
psychological distress will be weaker for GL individuals with an internal locus of control.
Hypotheses 4f–g: GL individuals with an external locus of control will report 
greater levels of work (H4f) and job withdrawal (H4g) in organizations high in 
heterosexism compared to those low in heterosexism. The relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and withdrawal behaviors will be weaker for GL individuals 
with an internal locus of control.
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CHAPTER TWO
METHOD
Participants
Participants were recruited from a variety of sources. First, participants were 
recruited from a gay pride parade in the southeastern U.S. Second, an organization 
focused on eliminating prejudice due to sexual orientation that is located in the 
southeastern U.S. was used to recruit participants. Third, participants were recruited from 
the listserv of a group focused on gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgendered (GLBT) 
issues that is part of a national psychological organization. Finally, GLBT-focused online 
forums were used to recruit participants. The source of participants was coded and treated 
as a potential control variable.
Initially, 164 individuals participated in the study. However, the data of 20 
bisexual individuals, five transgendered individuals, and eight individuals who identified 
as queer were excluded because their responses functioned differently than the 
homosexual individuals’ responses on a number of the variables of interest. While the 
main hypotheses were concerned with the pattern of results for GL employees, primary 
analyses were conducted on the data of bisexual, transgendered, and queer individuals. 
However, these datasets are extremely limited and the results should be interpreted with 
caution.
Participants in the current study were 131 individuals who identified as 
homosexual (80 gay men and 51 lesbians) and were currently employed. Participants 
ranged in age from 18–73 (M = 39.11, SD = 12.59). A vast majority of the participants 
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were Caucasian/white (92%), with six individuals identifying as African American/black, 
one individual identifying as Asian American or Pacific Islander, and four individuals 
identifying as multiracial or other. Participants were employed in a variety of 
occupations; however, Education, Training, and Library (31%), Healthcare Practitioners 
and Technical (11%), and Community and Social Services (9%) were the most 
commonly reported occupational categories. Participants were located in all major 
geographic regions of the U.S., with the majority of participants located in the South 
(60%). Thirteen percent of participants were located in the Northeast, 11% were located 
in the Midwest, and 7% percent were located in the West. Moreover, five participants 
were located in Canada, two participants were located in Europe, and four participants 
did not provide a location. Occupation and geographical location were treated as potential 
control variables.
Materials
Demographics Questionnaire
A basic demographics questionnaire (see Appendix A) was used to assess 
participants’ sex, age, race, employment status, and sexual orientation. The form was 
used to ensure that participants were currently employed and identified as being a gay 
man or lesbian. The questionnaire included two questions assessing participants’ level of 
contact with the public and other employees on a daily basis, a question assessing 
whether participants worked in a home or organizational setting, a question assessing 
whether participants worked part- or full-time, a question assessing whether participants 
were self-employed or not, a question assessing the general industry in which 
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participants’ jobs were embedded, and a question asking for participants’ current zip code 
in order to determine geographical location. All were treated as potential control 
variables.
Public Outness
The Outness Inventory (OI: Mohr & Fassinger, 2000, see Appendix B) was used 
to assess public outness. The OI assesses the extent to which an individual is open about 
their sexual orientation to people in different aspects of their life. The measure contains 
10 items, each of which is a particular individual (e.g., mother) or group of individuals 
(e.g., members of my religious community). Items are rated on a 7-point scale ranging 
from 1 (person definitely does not know about your sexual orientation status) to 7 
(person definitely knows about your sexual orientation status, and it is openly talked 
about). The OI contains three subscales: Out to Family (4 items), Out to World (4 items), 
and Out to Religion (2 items). Mohr and Fassinger (2000) reported an alpha of .74, .79, 
and .97 for these subscales, respectively, and intercorrelations of .36 to .46 among the 
subscales in a gay male and lesbian sample. The alphas for the Out to Family, Out to 
World, and Out to Religion subscales in the current study were .80, .75, and .98, 
respectively, and intercorrelations among the subscales ranged from .41 to .55. The alpha 
for the complete scale was .82. Thus, an overall public outness scale was used for the 
current study. 
Public outness was measured in order to determine if a wide range of outness 
levels existed among participants. Responses ranged from 1.6–7.0 (M = 4.96, SD = 1.26) 
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on a 7-point scale. Thus, there was sufficient variability in the public outness levels of 
participants.
Work Stress
Work stress from more global sources of stress in the workplace was measured 
and controlled when necessary in order to demonstrate that workplace heterosexism 
accounted for outcomes beyond those associated with general stress levels in the 
workplace. In order to assess work stress, the Stress in General scale (Stanton, Balzer, 
Smith, Parra, & Ironson, 2001, see Appendix C) was be used. This 15-item scale is a 
global measure of individuals’ perceptions of their jobs. The measure contains seven 
“pressure” items (e.g., “demanding”) and eight “threat” items (e.g., “hassled”). While the 
original scale utilizes three response options: “yes” (coded as 3 points), “no” (coded as 0 
points), and “I can’t decide” (coded as 1.5 points), the current study utilized a 5-point 
Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (all the time). Stanton et al. (2001) reported an 
alpha of .88 for the Pressure subscale and an alpha of .82 for the Threat subscale. The 
alpha for the complete scale in the current study was .91.  
Workplace Heterosexism
The Workplace Heterosexist Experiences Questionnaire (WHEQ: Waldo, 1999, 
see Appendix D) was used to measure workplace heterosexism. The measure contains 22 
items that were designed to assess the frequency of harassment based on sexual 
orientation during a time-limited period. Experiences contained in the questionnaire 
range from subtle to overt forms of harassment and items are rated on the following 5-
point scale: 0 (never); 1 (once or twice); 2 (sometimes); 3 (often); and 4 (most of the 
36
time). Because it would be necessary for other individuals in the workplace to explicitly 
know about one’s sexual orientation for 12 of the items to be applicable to participants, a 
not applicable (N/A) option was available for these items. Not applicable responses were 
coded as 0 and a total workplace heterosexism score (rather than an average score) was 
computed in order to reflect the extent to which individuals reported experiencing 
instances of heterosexism. Waldo (1999) reported an alpha of .93 for the scale. The alpha 
for the current study was .95.
Self-Monitoring
The Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (RSMS: Lennox & Wolf, 1984, see Appendix 
E) was used to measure self-monitoring. The RSMS contains 13 items that assess an 
individual’s ability to modify self-presentation. The measure consists of two factors, 
Ability to Modify Self-Presentation and Sensitivity to the Expressive Behavior of Others, 
and items in the original scale are rated on a 6-point scale ranging from 0 (certainly, 
always false) to 5 (certainly, always true). For the current study, items were rated on a 5-
point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). High scores 
indicate high self-monitoring and low scores indicate low self-monitoring. Lennox and 
Wolfe (1984) reported an alpha of .84 for the scale. The alpha for the current study was 
.86. 
Neuroticism
The 10-item emotional stability scale from the International Personality Item Pool 
(IPIP: Goldberg, 1999, see Appendix, F) was used to assess neuroticism. Participants 
were asked to rate how much they agreed with each statement as descriptive of 
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themselves on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). All items 
were reverse scored so that higher values indicated greater levels of neuroticism. 
Goldberg (1999) reported an alpha of .86 for the scale. The alpha for the current study 
was .87.
Locus of Control
The Modified Work Locus of Control Scale (Gupchup & Wolfgang, 1997, see 
Appendix G) was used to assess locus of control. The scale is designed to measure the 
extent to which an individual has an internal or external locus of control within the work 
context. The Modified Work Locus of Control Scale contains 20 items that are rated on a 
5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A sample 
item is “My job is what I make of it.” Gupchup and Wolfgang (1997) noted that the scale 
is both valid and reliable for research in work settings and reported an alpha of .88 for the 
scale. The alpha for the current study was .89.
Disclosure at Work
Disclosure at work was measured with four items. One item, developed by 
Ragins, Singh, and Cornwell (2007), was used to directly assess an individual’s level of 
disclosure at work. This item read, “At work, have you disclosed your sexual orientation 
to: 1 (no one); 2 (some people); 3 (most people); or 4 (everyone).” The other three items 
were intended to assess more indirect, perceptual indications of disclosure. A sample item 
is “At work, I have made comments to my friends that would reveal my sexual identity.” 
The other two items asked about an individual’s coworkers and supervisor(s) instead of 
friends. These items were rated on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 
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(strongly agree). The four items were averaged in order to get an overall disclosure score, 
with a higher value indicating a greater level of disclosure at work. The alpha for the 
scale in the current study was .91.
Identity Management
The use of identity management strategies was assessed with the measure 
developed by Button (1996, see Appendix H). This measure consists of three multiple-
item scales measuring the use of counterfeiting, avoiding, and integrating identity 
management strategies. The scales contain 6, 7, and 10 items, respectively. The items 
refer to workplace behaviors and are rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Chrobot-Mason, Button, and DiClementi (2002) reported 
alphas of .76, .86, and .89 for the counterfeiting, avoiding, and integrating subscales, 
respectively. The alphas for the current study were .86, .90, and .92 for the counterfeiting, 
avoiding, and integrating subscales, respectively. Button (1996) reported intercorrelations 
of -.64, -.68, and .55 between the counterfeiting and integrating subscales, the avoiding 
and integrating subscales, and the avoiding and counterfeiting subscales, respectively. 
For the current study, intercorrelations between the counterfeiting and integrating 
subscales, avoiding and integrating subscales, and the counterfeiting and avoiding 
subscales were -.47 and -.62, and .59, respectively. These were all significant at the p < 
.01 level.
Psychological Distress
The 29-item Psychiatric Symptom Index (PSI: Ilfeld, 1976, see Appendix I) was 
used to measure psychological distress. The PSI is a multidimensional self-report 
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inventory that assesses symptoms of depression (10 items), anxiety (11 items), anger 
(four items), and cognitive disturbance (four items). Participants were asked to report the 
frequency of symptoms on a 4-point scale ranging from 0 (never) to 3 (very often). 
Sample items include “Feel hopeless about the future,” “Feel nervous or shaky inside,” 
“Feel easily annoyed or irritated,” and “Have trouble remembering things” for the 
depression, anxiety, anger, and cognitive disturbance scales, respectively. The global 
score (i.e., the total score from all four dimensions combined) was used as an indication 
of psychological distress, with higher scores indicating greater levels psychological 
distress. Ilfeld (1976) reported an alpha of .91 for the global score of the PSI. The alpha 
for the global score in the current study was .94.
Work Withdrawal
Work withdrawal was assessed with the scale developed by Hanisch and Hulin 
(1990, 1991, see Appendix J). The scale is composed of 12 items that assess how often an 
individual avoided tasks associated with their work roles in the past year and focuses on 
issues such as lateness, absenteeism, and unfavorable behaviors. Items are rated on an 8-
point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 8 (more than once per week). A sample item is 
“Doing poor work.” Hanisch and Hulin (1990, 1991) reported an average alpha of .60 for 
the scale. The alpha for the current study was .76.
Job Withdrawal
Job withdrawal was measured with the scale developed by Hanisch and Hulin 
(1990, 1991, see Appendix K). The scale focuses on turnover thoughts and intentions. 
While the original scale contains six items, only three items deemed relevant to the 
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current study were used. Each item is rated on a 5-point scale with varying response 
options for each item. A sample item is “How often do you think about quitting your 
job?” with the response options ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (constantly). Hansich and 
Hulin (1990, 1991) reported an average alpha of .70 for the scale. The alpha for the 
current study was .81.
Procedure
Participants were contacted via an e-mail that contained a brief description of the 
study, an assurance of anonymity and confidentiality, and a link to the online survey. 
Upon clicking on the link in the e-mail, participants were directed to a website that 
contained all of the measures for the current study in one online survey. The online 
survey also assured participants of the anonymity and confidentiality of their responses.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESULTS
Prior to any analyses, all variables were standardized and examined for univariate 
outliers. Extreme cases were identified in the workplace heterosexism, counterfeiting, 
psychological distress, and work withdrawal scales. This resulted in the deletion of nine 
univariate outliers, which comprised less than 3% of the cases in each of these scales. 
Additionally, the workplace heterosexism, counterfeiting, and psychological distress 
scales were transformed using the square root transformation in order to improve 
pairwise linearity and scale normality. 
Correlational Analyses on Bisexual, Transgendered, and Queer Individuals’ Data
As previously noted, the data of 20 bisexual individuals, five transgendered 
individuals, and eight individuals who identified as queer were excluded from the 
analyses testing the hypotheses proposed in the current study because these individuals’ 
responses functioned differently than the homosexual individuals’ responses on a number 
of the variables of interest. More specifically, in terms of the outcome variables, bisexual 
individuals were lower in public outness (M = 2.82, SD = 1.39) than homosexual 
individuals (M = 4.90, SD = 1.32), t(154) = 6.29, p < .01. Bisexual individuals were also 
lower in the outcome of disclosure at work (M = 2.48, SD = .88) than homosexual 
individuals (M = 3.12, SD = .88), t(154) = 3.06, p < .01. Moreover, bisexual individuals 
were lower in their use of integrating identity management strategies (M = 3.74, SD = 
1.32) than homosexual individuals (M = 4.99, SD = 1.54), t(154) = 3.43, p < .01. In terms 
of the moderating variables, bisexual individuals were higher in neuroticism (M = 2.93, 
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SD = .86) than homosexual individuals (M = 2.59, SD = .68), t(154) = -2.03, p < .05. 
Concerning transgendered individuals, they were higher in their use of avoiding identity 
management strategies (M = 4.06, SD = 1.93) than homosexual individuals (M = 2.52, SD 
= 1.52), t(139) = -2.20, p < .05. Transgendered individuals were also higher in the 
outcome of psychological distress (M = 5.29, SD = .91) than homosexual individuals (M 
= 3.79, SD = 1.49), t(139) = -2.22, p < .05. Furthermore, transgendered individuals were
higher in the outcome of work withdrawal (M = 3.25, SD = .99) than homosexual 
individuals (M = 2.32, SD = .98), t(139) = -2.08, p < .05. In terms of the moderating 
variables, transgendered individuals were higher in neuroticism (M = 3.24, SD = .68) than 
homosexual individuals (M = 2.59, SD = .68), t(139) = -2.11, p < .05. They were also 
lower in locus of control (M = 3.20, SD = .26) than homosexual individuals (M = 3.85, 
SD = .51), t(139) = 2.76, p < .01. Regarding individuals who identified as queer, they
were higher in neuroticism (M = 3.12, SD = .62) than homosexual individuals (M = 2.59, 
SD = .68), t(142) = -2.15, p < .05.
While the data of GL respondents were of central interest in the current study, 
simple correlational analyses were conducted on the data provided by bisexual, 
transgendered, and queer individuals in order to examine the effects of workplace 
heterosexism on the outcome variables of interest in the current study for these groups. It 
is possible that bisexual, transgendered, and queer individuals experience unique stressors 
and obstacles in the workplace and this issue deserves further attention in the research 
literature. It is important to note that the analyses below are based on extremely limited 
datasets and should be interpreted with caution.
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Results for the 20 bisexual individuals indicated that workplace heterosexism was 
positively related to the use of counterfeiting and avoiding identity management 
strategies (r = .59, p < .01 and r = .49, p < .01, respectively) and negatively related to the 
use of integrating identity management strategies (r = -.41, p < .05, one-tailed). Thus, as 
workplace heterosexism increased, bisexual individuals’ use of counterfeiting and 
avoiding identity management strategies also increased, whereas their use of integrating 
identity management strategies decreased. Significant relationships did not emerge 
between workplace heterosexism and any other of the outcome variables of interest (i.e., 
disclosure at work, psychological distress, and work and job withdrawal) for bisexual 
individuals. These results indicated that workplace heterosexism affected bisexual 
individuals’ use of identity management strategies.
Moreover, results for the five transgendered individuals’ data indicated that 
workplace heterosexism was positively related to work withdrawal (r = .84, p < .05, one-
tailed). Thus, as workplace heterosexism increased, so did transgendered individuals’ 
work withdrawal behaviors. Significant relationships did not emerge between workplace 
heterosexism and any other of the outcome variables of interest (i.e., disclosure at work, 
counterfeiting, avoiding, integrating, psychological distress, and job withdrawal) for 
transgendered individuals.
Finally, results for the eight individuals who identified as queer indicated that 
workplace heterosexism was positively related the use of avoiding identity management 
strategies (r = .59, p < .05, one-tailed). Thus, as workplace heterosexism increased, so did 
queer individuals’ use of avoiding identity management strategies. Significant 
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relationships did not emerge between workplace heterosexism and any other of the 
outcome variables of interest (i.e., disclosure at work, counterfeiting, avoiding, 
integrating, psychological distress, and job withdrawal) for queer individuals.
Taken together, these results indicate that workplace heterosexism is associated 
with negative outcomes for bisexual, transgendered, and queer individuals. However, as 
noted, these results should be interpreted with caution because they are based on limited 
datasets.
Initial Analyses
Descriptive statistics, reliability of measures, and intercorrelations among 
variables are reported in Table 1. The internal consistency for each measure met 
professional criteria for reliability. More specifically, internal consistency reliabilities 
ranged from .76 to .95, with all but one measure demonstrating an internal consistency 
greater than .80.    
Control Variables
Prior to testing the proposed hypotheses, the possible effects of the demographic, 
work stress, and public outness variables, as well as the possible effects of source of data 
collection, occupation, and geographic location, on the outcome variables of interest were 
examined in order to determine if any of these variables should be controlled in 
subsequent analyses. Significant relationships emerged between gender and the use of 
avoiding identity management strategies (r = .20, p < .05) and between age and 
psychological distress (r = -.26, p < .01) and job withdrawal (r = -.24, p < .01). Thus, 
gender and age were used as control variables in subsequent analyses when appropriate. 
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The amount of contact with the public and other employees, whether an individual 
worked in a home or organizational setting, whether an individual worked part- or full-
time, and whether an individual was self-employed or not were not significantly related 
to any outcome variables, so these variables were excluded from any further analyses.  
There were also significant relationships between public outness and disclosure at 
work (r = .59, p < .01), the use of counterfeiting, avoiding, and integrating identity 
management strategies (r = -.40, p < .01, r = -.45, p < .01, and r = .64, p < .01, 
respectively), and psychological distress (r = -.18, p < .05), as well as between work 
stress and psychological distress (r = .43, p < .01). Therefore, these variables were treated 
as control variables in the corresponding subsequent analyses. 
Additionally, ANOVAs were conducted in order to determine if any of the 
outcome variables differed based on the source of data collection, occupation, or 
geographic location. Results indicated that the effect of source was significant on the 
outcome variables of disclosure at work, F(3,127) = 8.05, p < .01, the use of integrating 
identity management strategies, F(3,127) = 5.76, p < .01, psychological distress, F(3,125) 
= 3.87, p < .05, and job withdrawal, F(3,127) = 2.78, p < .05. Bonferroni post-hoc tests 
revealed that participants from the national psychological organization (M = 3.90, SD = 
.15) were significantly higher in disclosure at work than participants from the gay pride 
parade (M = 2.97, SD = .89, p < .01), gay rights organization (M = 3.09, SD = .84, p < 
.01), and GLBT-focused online forums (M = 2.91, SD = .94, p < .01). Participants from 
the national psychological organization (M = 6.10, SD = .78) were also significantly 
higher in the use of integrating identity management strategies than participants from the 
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gay pride parade (M = 5.05, SD = 1.40, p < .05), gay rights organization (M = 4.80, SD = 
1.57, p < .01), and GLBT-focused online forums (M = 4.38, SD = 1.65, p < .01). 
Moreover, participants from the national psychological organization (M = 10.41, SD = 
4.86) were significantly lower in psychological distress than participants from the gay 
pride parade (M = 18.39, SD = 12.65, p < .05). Lastly, participants from the national 
psychological organization (M = 1.56, SD = .54) were significantly lower in job 
withdrawal than participants from the GLBT-focused online forums (M = 2.37, SD = 
1.01, p < .05). Therefore, source was treated as a control variable in subsequent analyses 
involving disclosure at work, the use of integrating identity management strategies, 
psychological distress, and job withdrawal. In order to control for source, three dummy 
variables, named Source 1, Source 2, and Source 3, were created. The national 
psychological organization served as the reference group because any significant 
differences in variables based on source were between individuals from this organization 
and individuals from one of the other sources.
Results also indicated that the effect of occupation was significant on the 
outcome variable of work withdrawal, F(15,102) = 1.82, p < .05. Bonferroni post-hoc 
tests revealed that participants employed in Sales and Related occupations (M = 2.40, SD 
= .69) were significantly higher in work withdrawal than participants employed in 
Healthcare Support occupations (M = 1.58, SD = .53, p < .05). Thus, occupation was 
treated as a control variable in subsequent analyses involving work withdrawal. In order 
to control for occupation, two dummy variables, named Occupation 1 and Occupation 2, 
were created. Because the significant difference in work withdrawal was between Sales 
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and Related occupations and Healthcare Support occupations, these occupations were 
treated as the dummy variables and all other occupations served as the reference group.
Geographic location was not found to have a significant effect on any of the outcome 
variables of interest and was excluded from any further analyses.
Tests of Main Effects
In order to test the main effects of workplace heterosexism on the outcome 
variables of interest, hierarchical regression analyses were conducted in which any 
necessary control variables and workplace heterosexism were entered as the independent 
variables and the appropriate outcome variable was entered as the dependent variable for 
the corresponding hypothesis. The zero-order correlations were examined in order to 
determine the effects of workplace heterosexism on the outcome variables of interest
excluding the control variables and the partial correlations were examined in order to 
determine the effects when the necessary control variables were included. 
Hypothesis 1a predicted that workplace heterosexism would be negatively related 
to disclosure at work. Results supported this hypothesis (r = -.50, p < .01 and partial r = 
-.36, p < .01). Thus, as workplace heterosexism increased, disclosure at work decreased.
Hypothesis 1b predicted that workplace heterosexism would be negatively related 
to the use of integrating identity management strategies. Results supported this 
hypothesis (r = -.50, p < .01 and partial r = -.39, p < .01). Thus, as workplace 
heterosexism increased, the use of integrating identity management strategies decreased.
Hypothesis 1c predicted that workplace heterosexism would be positively related 
to the use of counterfeiting identity management strategies. Results supported this 
48
hypothesis (r = .61, p < .01 and partial r = .55, p < .01). Thus, as workplace heterosexism 
increased, so did the use of counterfeiting identity management strategies.
Hypothesis 1d predicted that workplace heterosexism would be positively related 
to the use of avoiding identity management strategies. Results supported this hypothesis 
(r = .58, p < .01 and partial r = .50, p < .01). Thus, as workplace heterosexism increased, 
so did the use of avoiding identity management strategies.
   Hypothesis 1e predicted that workplace heterosexism would be positively 
related to psychological distress. Results supported this hypothesis (r = .29, p < .01 and 
partial r = .16, p < .05, one-tailed). Thus, as workplace heterosexism increased, so did 
psychological distress.
Hypothesis 1f predicted that workplace heterosexism would be positively related 
to work withdrawal. Results supported this hypothesis (r = .26, p < .01 and partial r = .25, 
p < .01). Thus, as workplace heterosexism increased, so did work withdrawal.
Hypothesis 1g predicted that workplace heterosexism would be positively related 
to job withdrawal. Results supported this hypothesis when examining the simple 
relationship between workplace heterosexism and job withdrawal (r = .20, p < .05). Thus, 
as workplace heterosexism increased, so did job withdrawal. However, the hypothesis 
was not supported when source and age were controlled (partial r = .11, ns). 
In sum, workplace heterosexism was negatively related to disclosure at work and 
the use of integrating identity management strategies and positively related to the use of 
counterfeiting and avoiding identity management strategies, psychological distress, and 
work withdrawal, supporting Hypothesis 1a–1f. Workplace heterosexism was also 
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negatively related to job withdrawal when examining the simple relationship. Thus, 
Hypothesis 1g was supported when source and age were not controlled. These results 
indicate that workplace heterosexism is, indeed, associated with numerous negative 
outcomes for sexual minorities.
Tests of Moderating Effects
Prior to examining the moderating effects of self-monitoring, neuroticism, and 
locus of control on the relationships between heterosexism and the personal and 
organizational outcomes of interest, multivariate regression diagnostics were conducted 
on the models testing the relationship posited in each hypothesis. No multivariate outliers 
were identified. Moreover, the workplace heterosexism, self-monitoring, neuroticism, 
and locus of control variables were mean-centered prior to creating the interaction terms.        
Tests of moderating effects, proposed in Hypotheses 2a–2g, 3a–3g, and 4a–4g, 
involve a test of statistical interactions between predictors on the outcome measure with a 
test of the simple slopes as follow-up analyses. Tables 2–4 present the results of the 
hierarchical regression analyses regarding the interactions proposed in these hypotheses. 
Results are grouped according to the moderator variable of interest.
Tests of Hypotheses 2a–2g 
Hypotheses 2a–2g proposed significant interactions between workplace 
heterosexism and self-monitoring on disclosure at work, the use of counterfeiting, 
avoiding, and integrating identity management strategies, psychological distress, and 
work and job withdrawal, respectively. In order to test these hypotheses, any applicable 
control variable, workplace heterosexism, self-monitoring, and the interaction between 
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workplace heterosexism and self-monitoring were entered as the independent variables in 
a hierarchical regression with the appropriate outcome variable entered as the dependent 
variable for the corresponding hypothesis. Table 2 presents the results for these 
hypotheses.
Hypothesis 2a predicted that high self-monitoring GL individuals would be more 
likely to disclose their sexual identity in organizations low in heterosexism compared to 
those high in heterosexism, but that the relationship between workplace heterosexism and 
disclosure at work would be weaker for low self-monitoring GL individuals. There was 
not a significant interaction between workplace heterosexism and self-monitoring on 
disclosure at work, β = .06, t(120) = .65, ns. Thus, Hypothesis 2a was not supported. 
Hypothesis 2b predicted that high self-monitoring GL individuals would report 
greater use of counterfeiting identity management strategies in organizations high in 
heterosexism compared to those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and the use of counterfeiting identity management strategies 
would be weaker for low self-monitoring GL individuals. There was not a significant 
interaction between workplace heterosexism and self-monitoring on the use of 
counterfeiting identity management strategies, β = .04, t(122) = 1.34, ns. Thus, 
Hypothesis 2b was not supported. 
Hypothesis 2c predicted that high self-monitoring GL individuals would report 
greater use of avoiding identity management strategies in organizations high in 
heterosexism compared to those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and the use of avoiding identity management strategies would be 
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weaker for low self-monitoring GL individuals. There was not a significant interaction 
between workplace heterosexism and self-monitoring on the use of avoiding identity 
management strategies, β = .03, t(122) = .19, ns. Thus, Hypothesis 2c was not supported. 
Hypothesis 2d predicted that high self-monitoring GL individuals would report 
less use of integrating identity management strategies in organizations high in 
heterosexism compared to those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and the use of integrating identity management strategies would 
be weaker for low self-monitoring GL individuals. There was not a significant interaction 
between workplace heterosexism and self-monitoring on the use of integrating identity 
management strategies, β = .09, t(120) = .65, ns. Thus, Hypothesis 2d was not supported.
Hypothesis 2e predicted that high self-monitoring GL individuals would report 
greater levels of psychological distress in organizations high in heterosexism compared to 
those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between workplace heterosexism and 
psychological distress would be weaker for low self-monitoring GL individuals. There 
was not a significant interaction between workplace heterosexism and self-monitoring on 
psychological distress, β = .00, t(116) = .01, ns. Thus, Hypothesis 2e was not supported. 
Hypothesis 2f predicted that high self-monitoring GL individuals would report 
greater levels of work withdrawal in organizations high in heterosexism compared to 
those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between workplace heterosexism and 
work withdrawal would be weaker for low self-monitoring GL individuals. While a 
significant interaction emerged between workplace heterosexism and self-monitoring on 
work withdrawal, β = -.32, t(113) = -2.59, p < .05, it was not consistent with the 
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relationship proposed by the hypothesis. A test of the simple slopes revealed that the 
positive relationship between workplace heterosexism and work withdrawal was stronger 
for low self-monitoring GL individuals than high self-monitoring GL individuals (see 
Figure 2). This indicated that low self-monitoring GL individuals were more negatively 
affected by workplace heterosexism regarding the outcome of work withdrawal than high 
self-monitoring GL individuals. Thus, Hypothesis 2f was not supported. 
Hypothesis 2g predicted that high self-monitoring GL individuals would report 
greater levels of job withdrawal in organizations high in heterosexism compared to those 
low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between workplace heterosexism and job 
withdrawal would be weaker for low self-monitoring GL individuals. There was not a 
significant interaction between workplace heterosexism and self-monitoring on job 
withdrawal, β = -.03, t(120) = -.30, ns. Thus, Hypothesis 2g was not supported. 
In sum, the analyses regarding the psychological moderator of self-monitoring did 
not have the effects anticipated by theory (e.g., Clair et al., 2005). Scores on the self-
monitoring scale in the current study ranged from 2.15 to 5.00 on a 5-point scale (M = 
3.69, SD = .55). Thus, range restriction may help explain why the self-monitoring 
variable did not function as hypothesized.
Tests of Hypotheses 3a–3g
Hypotheses 3a–3g proposed significant interactions between workplace 
heterosexism and neuroticism on disclosure at work, the use of counterfeiting, avoiding, 
and integrating identity management strategies, psychological distress, and work and job 
withdrawal, respectively. In order to test these hypotheses, any applicable control 
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variable, workplace heterosexism, neuroticism, and the interaction between workplace 
heterosexism and neuroticism were entered as the independent variables in a hierarchical 
regression with the appropriate outcome variable entered as the dependent variable for 
the corresponding hypothesis. Table 3 presents the results for these hypotheses.
Hypothesis 3a predicted that GL individuals scoring high in neuroticism would be 
more likely to disclose their sexual identity in organizations low in heterosexism 
compared to those high in heterosexism, but that the relationship between workplace 
heterosexism and disclosure at work would be weaker for GL individuals low in 
neuroticism. There was not a significant interaction between workplace heterosexism 
and neuroticism on disclosure at work, β = .06, t(120) = .55, ns. Thus, Hypothesis 3a was 
not supported. 
Hypothesis 3b predicted that GL individuals scoring high in neuroticism would 
report greater use of counterfeiting identity management strategies in organizations high 
in heterosexism compared to those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and the use of counterfeiting identity management strategies 
would be weaker for GL individuals low in neuroticism. There was a significant 
interaction between workplace heterosexism and neuroticism on the use of counterfeiting 
identity management strategies, β = .08, t(122) = 1.98, p < .05. A test of the simple slopes 
revealed that the positive relationship between workplace heterosexism and the use of 
counterfeiting identity management strategies was stronger for GL individuals high in 
neuroticism than those low in neuroticism (see Figure 3.1). This indicated that GL 
individuals high in neuroticism were more negatively affected by workplace 
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heterosexism regarding the use of counterfeiting identity management strategies than GL 
individuals low in neuroticism. Thus, Hypothesis 3b was supported.
Hypothesis 3c predicted that GL individuals scoring high in neuroticism would 
report greater use of avoiding identity management strategies in organizations high in 
heterosexism compared to those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and the use of avoiding identity management strategies would be 
weaker for GL individuals low in neuroticism. There was not a significant interaction 
between workplace heterosexism and neuroticism on the use of avoiding identity 
management strategies, β = -.02, t(122) = -.13, ns. Thus, Hypothesis 3c was not 
supported. 
Hypothesis 3d predicted that GL individuals scoring high in neuroticism would 
report less use of integrating identity management strategies in organizations high in 
heterosexism compared to those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and the use of integrating identity management strategies would 
be weaker for GL individuals low in neuroticism. There was not a significant interaction 
between workplace heterosexism and neuroticism on the use of integrating identity 
management strategies, β = .10, t(120) = .56, ns. Thus, Hypothesis 3d was not supported.
Hypothesis 3e predicted that GL individuals scoring low in neuroticism would 
report greater levels of psychological distress in organizations high in heterosexism 
compared to those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between workplace 
heterosexism and psychological distress would be weaker, and higher overall, for GL 
individuals high in neuroticism. There was not a significant interaction between 
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workplace heterosexism and neuroticism on psychological distress, β = -.12, t(116) = -
.70, ns. Thus, Hypothesis 3e was not supported.
Hypothesis 3f predicted that GL individuals scoring low in neuroticism would 
report greater levels of work withdrawal in organizations high in heterosexism compared 
to those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between workplace heterosexism 
and work withdrawal behavior would be weaker, and higher overall, for GL individuals 
high in neuroticism. There was not a significant interaction between workplace 
heterosexism and neuroticism on work withdrawal, β = .10, t(113) = .66, ns. Thus, 
Hypothesis 3f was not supported.   
Hypothesis 3g predicted that GL individuals scoring low in neuroticism would 
report greater levels of job withdrawal in organizations high in heterosexism compared to 
those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between workplace heterosexism and 
job withdrawal would be weaker, and higher overall, for GL individuals high in 
neuroticism. There was not a significant interaction between workplace heterosexism and 
neuroticism on job withdrawal, β = -.23, t(120) = -1.64, ns. However, there was a 
significant interaction between workplace heterosexism and neuroticism on job 
withdrawal when source was not controlled, β = -.25, t(123) = -1.80, p < .05, one-tailed. 
A test of the simple slopes revealed that the positive relationship between workplace 
heterosexism and job withdrawal was stronger for GL individuals low in neuroticism than 
those high in neuroticism (see Figure 3.2). This indicated that GL individuals high in 
neuroticism reported higher levels of job withdrawal regardless of the level of workplace 
heterosexism, whereas reported job withdrawal behaviors for GL individuals low in 
56
neuroticism were more sensitive to the level of workplace heterosexism. Thus, 
Hypothesis 3g was supported when source was not controlled.
In summary, the moderating effect of neuroticism on the personal and 
organizational outcomes of interest in the current study was limited to the use of 
counterfeiting identity management strategies and job withdrawal. 
Tests of Hypotheses 4a–4g
Hypotheses 4a–4g proposed a significant interaction between workplace 
heterosexism and locus of control on disclosure at work, the use of counterfeiting, 
avoiding, and integrating identity management strategies, psychological distress, and 
work and job withdrawal, respectively. In order to test these hypotheses, any applicable 
control variable, workplace heterosexism, locus of control, and the interaction between 
workplace heterosexism and locus of control were entered as the independent variables in 
a hierarchical regression with the appropriate outcome variable entered as the dependent 
variable for the corresponding hypothesis. Table 4 presents the results for these 
hypotheses.
Hypothesis 4a predicted that GL individuals with an external locus of control 
would be more likely to disclose their sexual identity in organizations low in 
heterosexism compared to those high in heterosexism, but that the relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and disclosure at work would be weaker for GL individuals with 
an internal locus of control. There was a significant interaction between workplace 
heterosexism and locus of control on disclosure at work, β = .31, t(120) = 2.13, p < .05. A 
test of the simple slopes revealed that the negative relationship between workplace 
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heterosexism and disclosure at work was stronger for GL individuals with an external 
locus of control than those with an internal locus of control (see Figure 4.1). This 
indicated that GL individuals with an internal locus of control were less negatively 
affected by workplace heterosexism regarding the outcome of disclosure at work than GL 
individuals with an external locus of control. Thus, Hypothesis 4a was supported.
Hypothesis 4b predicted that GL individuals with an external locus of control 
would report greater use of counterfeiting identity management strategies in 
organizations high in heterosexism compared to those low in heterosexism, but that the 
relationship between workplace heterosexism and identity management would be weaker 
for GL individuals with an internal locus of control. There was not a significant 
interaction between workplace heterosexism and locus of control on the use of 
counterfeiting identity management strategies, β = -.06, t(122) = -1.10, ns. Thus, 
Hypothesis 4b was not supported. 
Hypothesis 4c predicted that GL individuals with an external locus of control 
would report greater use of avoiding identity management strategies in organizations high 
in heterosexism compared to those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and identity management would be weaker for GL individuals 
with an internal locus of control. There was a significant interaction between workplace 
heterosexism and locus of control on the use of avoiding identity management strategies, 
β = -.54, t(122) = -2.15, p < .05. A test of the simple slopes revealed that the positive 
relationship between workplace heterosexism and the use of avoiding identity 
management strategies was stronger for GL individuals with an external locus of control 
58
than those with an internal locus of control (see Figure 4.2). This indicated that GL 
individuals with an internal locus of control were less negatively affected by workplace 
heterosexism regarding the use of avoiding identity management strategies than GL 
individuals with an external locus of control. Thus, Hypothesis 4c was supported.
Hypothesis 4d predicted that GL individuals with an external locus of control 
would report less use of integrating identity management strategies in organizations high 
in heterosexism compared to those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and identity management would be weaker for GL individuals 
with an internal locus of control. There was a significant interaction between workplace 
heterosexism and locus of control on the use of integrating identity management 
strategies, β = .43, t(120) = 1.78, p < .05, one-tailed. A test of the simple slopes revealed 
that the negative relationship between workplace heterosexism and the use of integrating 
identity management strategies was stronger for GL individuals with an external locus of 
control than those with an internal locus of control (see Figure 4.3). This indicated that 
GL individuals with an internal locus of control were less negatively affected by 
workplace heterosexism regarding the use of integrating identity management strategies 
than GL individuals with an external locus of control. Thus, Hypothesis 4d was 
supported. 
Hypothesis 4e predicted that GL individuals with an external locus of control 
would report greater levels of psychological distress in organizations high in 
heterosexism compared to those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and psychological distress would be weaker for GL individuals 
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with an internal locus of control. There was not a significant interaction between 
workplace heterosexism and locus of control on psychological distress, β = .30, t(116) = 
1.22, ns. Thus, Hypothesis 4e was not supported.
Hypothesis 4f predicted that GL individuals with an external locus of control 
would report greater levels of work withdrawal in organizations high in heterosexism 
compared to those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between workplace 
heterosexism and work withdrawal would be weaker for GL individuals with an internal 
locus of control. There was not a significant interaction between workplace heterosexism 
and locus of control on work withdrawal, β = -.39, t(113) = -1.59, ns. Thus, Hypothesis 4f 
was not supported. 
Hypothesis 4g predicted that GL individuals with an external locus of control 
would report greater levels of job withdrawal in organizations high in heterosexism 
compared to those low in heterosexism, but that the relationship between workplace 
heterosexism and job withdrawal would be weaker for GL individuals with an internal 
locus of control. There was not a significant interaction between workplace heterosexism 
and locus of control on job withdrawal, β = .07, t(120) = .40, ns. Thus, Hypothesis 4g was 
not supported.   
To summarize, locus of control had an impact on disclosure and the use of 
avoiding and integrating identity management strategies, but not on the organizational 
outcomes of interest.
In sum, six significant interactions were identified when the three psychological 
moderators were examined. More specifically, self-monitoring moderated the relationship 
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between workplace heterosexism and work withdrawal, neuroticism moderated the 
relationship between workplace heterosexism and (1) the use of counterfeiting identity 
management strategies and (2) job withdrawal, and locus of control moderated the 
relationship between workplace heterosexism and (1) disclosure at work and the use of 
(2) avoiding and (3) integrating identity management strategies.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DISCUSSION
The goal of the present research was to identify individual differences among 
sexual minorities that affect the relationship between workplace heterosexism and the 
outcomes of disclosure at work, the use of counterfeiting, avoiding, and integrating 
identity management strategies, psychological distress, and work and job withdrawal. It 
was hypothesized that self-monitoring, neuroticism, and locus of control would interact 
with workplace heterosexism as predictors of these outcomes. 
Workplace heterosexism had a consistent, significant effect in that it was found to 
be negatively related to disclosure at work and the use of integrating identity 
management strategies and positively related to the use of counterfeiting and avoiding 
identity management strategies, psychological distress, and work and job withdrawal for 
GL individuals. Workplace heterosexism was also associated with negative outcomes for 
bisexual, transgendered, and queer individuals. For example, simple correlational 
analyses indicated that workplace heterosexism was consistently related to bisexual 
individuals’ use of identity management strategies. Results indicated that workplace 
heterosexism was positively related to the use of identity management strategies 
associated with being less open and honest about one’s sexual orientation (i.e., 
counterfeiting and avoiding) and negatively related to the use of identity management 
strategies associated with the open expression of sexual identity (i.e., integrating). 
These results are not surprising, considering the fact that bisexual individuals are 
attracted to individuals of the same and opposite sex and, thus, can pass as gay or straight 
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depending on their partner (Ochs, 1996). In heterosexist work environments, it may be 
beneficial for bisexual individuals to use identity management strategies that conceal 
their sexual orientation in order to avoid the negative consequences (e.g., prejudice and 
discrimination) that may result from being open about their sexual identity. Moreover, 
because bisexual individuals are attracted to individuals of the opposite sex, using 
identity management strategies that help portray a heterosexual identity and conceal any 
attraction to individuals of the same sex may be considered less misleading (by the 
bisexual individual as well as others) than when these identity management strategies are 
used by GL individuals. Thus, there may be different dynamics involved in the 
relationship between workplace heterosexism and the use of identity management 
strategies for bisexual individuals than GL individuals. For example, Fuller, Chang, and 
Rubin (2009) found that, compared to GL individuals, bisexual individuals were more 
likely to intentionally and unintentionally pass as heterosexuals. Future research may 
want to investigate this issue further.     
Interactions and Practical Implications
The hierarchical regression analyses that were conducted on the data of GL 
individuals identified six significant interactions. Of the three moderators, locus of 
control had the most consistent effect, moderating the impact of heterosexism on three of 
the five personal outcomes (i.e., disclosure at work, avoiding, and integrating). 
Neuroticism interacted with heterosexism to predict one personal outcome, 
counterfeiting, and one organizational outcome, job withdrawal, while self-monitoring 
moderated the effect of heterosexism on the organizational outcome of work withdrawal. 
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These significant interactions and the implications of these interaction, as well as the 
implications of the lack of significance of some of the interactions, are discussed below. 
In the current study, self-monitoring moderated the relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and work withdrawal. Results indicated that high self-
monitoring GL individuals were less likely to withdraw from work in heterosexist 
environments than those who were low in self-monitoring. In other words, as workplace 
heterosexism increased GL individuals who lack the ability or motivation to regulate their 
behaviors to match social cues were more likely to display work withdrawal behaviors 
compared to GL individuals who alter their behaviors to fit the social context. This 
finding was in contrast to the moderating effect of self-monitoring hypothesized in the 
current study. 
One possible explanation for the contradictory results is high self-monitoring 
individuals’ tendencies to give in to social desirability pressures. For example, Feldman 
and Huddy (2005) found that high self-monitors were more likely to disguise their 
negative racial views than low self-monitors. Moreover, studies often use self-monitoring 
as an indication of socially desirable responding (e.g., Graziano & Tobin, 2002). Thus, 
high self-monitors may not be less negatively affected by workplace heterosexism than 
low self-monitors, but they may be less likely to report undesirable behaviors (i.e., work 
withdrawal). This is consistent with Clair et al.’s (2005) notion that high-self monitors 
may be less likely to disclose their sexual identity than low self-monitors in heterosexist 
environments. Although results of the current study did not indicate a significant effect 
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for disclosure at work, it seems likely that if one hides their identity, they may be exposed 
to fewer stressors and may be less likely to withdraw from work or the organization.
A possible explanation for the failure of self-monitoring to moderate workplace 
heterosexism’s impact on the personal outcomes of interest lies in the measurement of 
self-monitoring in the current study. More specifically, a general measure of the construct 
was used and it may be the case that individuals engage in different amounts of self-
monitoring based on the situation or role they are in. Therefore, a scale that focuses on 
self-monitoring at work would have provided a more specific, accurate measure of the 
construct of interest. This is consistent with researchers’ suggestions that the work 
environment is a rather unique environment for sexual minority employees because it 
carries so many work-related and personal consequences (Croteau et al., 2008).
Results of the current study also demonstrated that neuroticism moderated the 
relationship between workplace heterosexism and the use of counterfeiting identity 
management strategies. However, this was only when public outness was controlled. GL 
individuals high in neuroticism used counterfeiting identity management strategies more 
in heterosexist environments than did GL individuals low in neuroticism. Therefore, as 
workplace heterosexism increased, GL individuals who lack emotional stability and 
psychological adjustment were more likely to use identity management strategies 
associated with constructing and asserting a false heterosexual identity than emotionally 
stable GL individuals. Perhaps neuroticism had a stronger impact on counterfeiting than 
disclosure, avoiding, and integration because counterfeiting is the only personal outcome 
that requires an active effort on the part of the GL employee to mislead others regarding 
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one’s sexual identity. The rest are more passive strategies and neurotic individuals may 
feel the need to make a particular effort to mislead others in order to avoid the negative 
outcomes associated with workplace heterosexism. Of course, this is conjecture and 
additional research needs to be conducted in order to better understand the role of this 
variable in moderating responses to heterosexism. 
Furthermore, the use of counterfeiting identity management strategies was also 
related to greater levels of psychological distress and work withdrawal. These results are 
discussed in greater detail later. This suggests that GL individuals high in neuroticism 
may experience additional negative outcomes as a result of workplace heterosexism due 
to their tendency to use counterfeiting identity management strategies and their extreme 
sensitivity to cues regarding heterosexism (Huebner et al., 2005). In order to help combat 
these negative outcomes, it may be especially important for organizations to emphasize a 
gay-supportive environment to GL individuals high in neuroticism or for thes individuals 
to seek employment in gay-supportive organizations. Low neuroticism scores, however, 
appeared to buffer the negative effects of workplace heterosexism for GL individuals 
concerning the use of counterfeiting identity management strategies.
Neuroticism also moderated the relationship between workplace heterosexism and 
job withdrawal. Results indicated that GL individuals high in neuroticism demonstrated 
high levels of job withdrawal regardless of the level of workplace heterosexism. Those 
with low levels of neuroticism, on the other hand, changed their withdrawal behaviors in 
response to the level of heterosexism in the workplace. Therefore, GL individuals high in 
neuroticism were prone to job withdrawal even in organizations that were low in 
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heterosexism, indicating that other factors may be contributing to these individuals’ job 
withdrawal tendencies. 
A possible explanation is the positive relationship between neuroticism and 
psychological distress that has been established in previous research (e.g., Rantanen et 
al., 2005). This relationship was replicated in the current study (r = .52, p < .01). Results 
of the current study also demonstrated a positive relationship between psychological 
distress and job withdrawal (r = .36, p < .01) and this linkage may be the reason for the 
overall high levels of job withdrawal among GL individuals high in neuroticism across 
levels of workplace heterosexism. 
In order to examine this possibility further, a hierarchical regression analyses was 
conducted in which the control variables of source and age, psychological distress, 
neuroticism, and the interaction between psychological distress and neuroticism were 
entered as the independent variables and job withdrawal was entered as the dependent 
variable. While a significant interaction did not emerge, β = .13, t(123) = 1.41, ns, the 
main effect of psychological distress on job withdrawal was significant, β = .18, t(123) = 
2.63, p < .01.
Thus, in order to ameliorate job withdrawal among GL individuals high in 
neuroticism, it may be beneficial, and more realistic, to reduce the amount of 
psychological distress they experience rather than reduce the amount of heterosexism 
present in the workplace. For GL individuals low in neuroticism, however, reducing the 
level of heterosexism present in the workplace should serve to reduce job withdrawal. 
Considering the high costs of turnover for organizations, enacting policies that discourage 
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discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation may serve to financially benefit 
organizations. For example, one study estimated replacement costs of approximately 
$30,000 per individual for all jobs (Bernstein, 1998). Moreover, a more diverse 
workforce has been associated with more profit for organizations (Shore et al., 2009).
Enacting and endorsing nondiscrimination policies based on sexual orientation also sends 
a clear message to sexual minority employees that their rights are valued and protected by 
the organization.
In the current study, locus of control moderated the relationship between 
workplace heterosexism and three personal outcome variables of interest. The first of 
these was disclosure at work. Results indicated that GL individuals with an external locus 
of control were more negatively affected by workplace heterosexism regarding the 
outcome of disclosure at work than their internal locus of control counterparts. More 
specifically, as workplace heterosexism increased, GL individuals who believe that fate, 
chance, or powerful others influence their life events were less likely to disclose their 
sexual identity at work than GL individuals who feel their own decisions and behaviors 
influence the events in their lives. This implies that GL individuals with an external locus 
of control relied more on external circumstances (e.g., workplace heterosexism) when 
determining to disclose their sexual identity.
As noted earlier, individuals with an external locus of control perceive limited 
occupational alternatives for themselves (Blau, 2001). Thus, as suggested by the results 
of the current study, hiding one’s sexual identity in a heterosexist workplace may be a 
tactic used by GL individuals with an external locus of control in order to maintain a 
68
positive standing in the organization. This is further supported by the fact that a majority 
of the participants from the United States (80%) were working in states that lack 
discrimination laws on the basis of sexual orientation. Results also indicated that an 
internal locus of control ameliorated the negative effects of workplace heterosexism for 
GL individuals concerning the outcome of disclosure at work. 
Locus of control also moderated the relationship between workplace heterosexism 
and the use of avoiding identity management strategies. The current study found that GL 
individuals with an external locus of control were more negatively affected by workplace 
heterosexism regarding the use of avoiding identity management strategies than GL 
individuals with an internal locus of control. In other words, GL individuals who believe 
that external circumstances influence their life events were more likely to use identity 
management strategies associated with dodging issues and conversations related to sexual 
relationships in order to appear asexual as a result of workplace heterosexism than GL 
individuals who feel they have control over the events in their lives. 
Similar to the use of counterfeiting identity management strategies, the use of 
avoiding identity management strategies was associated with other negative outcomes for 
GL individuals (i.e., psychological distress and job and work withdrawal). These 
relationships are discussed in greater detail later. Thus, organizations may want to call 
attention to gay-supportive aspects of the workplace for GL individuals with an external 
locus of control or these individuals may want to seek employment in gay-supportive 
organizations in order to help prevent the numerous negative outcomes that can result 
from workplace heterosexism and the subsequent use of avoiding identity management 
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strategies. On the other hand, results demonstrated that an internal locus of control served 
as a buffer against workplace heterosexism for GL individuals concerning the use of 
avoiding identity management strategies.
Finally, locus of control moderated the relationship between workplace 
heterosexism and the use of integrating identity management strategies. Results 
demonstrated that GL individuals with an external locus of control were more negatively 
affected by workplace heterosexism regarding the use of integrating identity management 
strategies than those with an internal locus of control. Thus, GL individuals who feel that 
fate, chance, or powerful others influence the events in their lives were less likely to use 
identity management strategies associated with being honest and open about one’s sexual 
orientation than GL individuals who believe their own decisions and behaviors impact 
their life events in heterosexist work environments. The use of integrating identity 
management strategies was also negatively related to psychological distress, indicating 
that the use of such identity management strategies can be beneficial for GL individuals. 
This relationship is discussed in further detail below.
Therefore, GL individuals with an external locus of control may be at risk of 
experiencing additional negative outcomes as a result of not being open and honest about 
their sexual orientation in organizations high in heterosexism. As noted by previous 
research, disclosure is associated with a sense of personal integrity and self-verification. 
It is also associated with positive effects on self-esteem (Croteau et al., 2008; Ragins, 
2008). Consequently, these individuals may want to seek out employment in 
organizations low in heterosexism or it may be important for organizations to emphasize 
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a gay-friendly environment to these employees. Realistically, the former is more likely 
than the latter. An internal locus of control, however, appeared to buffer GL individuals 
against the negative effects of workplace heterosexism concerning the use of integrating 
identity management strategies. 
While not hypothesized, the significant positive relationships between 
psychological distress and the use of counterfeiting and avoiding identity management 
strategies (r = .30, p < .01 and r = .35, p < .01, respectively), and the significant negative 
relationship between psychological distress and the use of integrating identity 
management strategies (r = -.19, p < .05) are worth noting. These results indicated that as 
the use of counterfeiting and avoiding identity management strategies increased, so did 
psychological distress, but as the use of integrating identity management strategies 
increased, psychological distress decreased. It is also important to note the positive 
relationships that emerged between work withdrawal and the use of counterfeiting and 
avoiding identity management strategies (r = .19, p < .05 and r = .24, p < .01, 
respectively) and between job withdrawal and the use of avoiding identity management 
strategies (r = .22, p < .05). These findings demonstrated that as the use of counterfeiting 
and avoiding identity management strategies increased, so did organizational withdrawal 
behaviors. Thus, results of the current study indicated that the use of identity 
management strategies associated with being less honest and open about one’s sexuality 
(i.e., counterfeiting and avoiding) was associated with negative outcomes for both the 
individual (i.e., increased psychological distress) and the organization (i.e., increased job 
and/or work withdrawal), whereas the use of identity management strategies in which an 
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individual is honest and open about one’s sexuality (i.e., integrating) was associated with 
positive outcomes for the individual (i.e., decreased psychological distress). These results 
warrant further examination.
For example, previous research has demonstrated that revealing one’s sexual 
orientation is complicated in nature. Disclosure has mixed outcomes for both sexual 
minorities and organizations, depending on the environment of the organization (e.g., 
Griffith & Hebl, 2002; Rostosky & Riggle, 2002). As noted earlier, disclosure is 
associated with more positive effects for the individual but, before disclosing, it makes 
sense to engage in a cost-benefit analysis within a given organizational setting (Clair et 
al., 2005). 
The very nature of disclosure is complicated as well. While GL individuals 
utilizing counterfeiting and avoiding identity management strategies are being less open 
about their sexuality, GL individuals employing integrating identity management 
strategies are being open and honest about their sexuality. Thus, counterfeiting and 
avoiding identity management strategies are closely associated with hiding one’s sexual 
orientation at work and integrating identity management strategies are closely related to 
disclosing one’s sexual orientation at work. This is evidenced by the strong negative 
relationships between disclosure at work and the use of counterfeiting and avoiding 
identity management strategies (r = -.42, p < .01 and r = -.57, p < .01, respectively) and 
the strong positive relationship between disclosure at work and the use of integrating 
identity management strategies (r = .81, p < .01) that were found in the current study. 
These personal outcomes share common variance, yet may operate somewhat 
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independently in organizational settings. It may be the case that future research ties the 
systematic use of these strategies to individual differences. Some support for this notion 
was found in the current study.
Therefore, results of the current study support assertions that being open and 
honest about one’s sexual orientation (i.e., disclosing one’s sexual orientation at work) 
benefits GL individuals by reducing psychological distress (r = -.16, p < .05, one-tailed). 
Moreover, findings indicated that the use of identity management strategies that serve to 
conceal an individual’s sexual orientation (e.g., counterfeiting and avoiding) requires an 
extra expenditure of energy, resulting in stress for sexual minorities (Clair et al., 2005; 
Meyer, 2003). Finally, the use of counterfeiting and avoiding identity management 
strategies can negatively affect organizations as well because they are associated with 
organizational withdrawal behaviors, which can cost organizations money due to lowered 
productivity and turnover (Bernstein, 1998; Storms & Spector, 1987). 
These findings help emphasize the importance of enacting and utilizing gay-
friendly programs in organizations and the need for gay-supportive legal policies. As 
noted, research indicates that sexual minorities are more likely to disclose their sexual 
orientation in organizations that are viewed as supportive of sexual minorities (Driscoll et 
al., 1996; Ragins & Cornwell, 2001). Disclosure at work was negatively related to the use 
of counterfeiting and avoiding identity management strategies and positively related to 
the use of integrating identity management strategies in the current study. Because 
counterfeiting and avoiding identity management strategies have negative effects on GL 
individuals and organizations and integrating identity management strategies have 
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positive effects for GL individuals, enacting gay-supportive programs and policies should 
serve to benefit sexual minorities as well as organizations. It may be especially important 
to emphasize this finding to organizations because there is currently no federal legislation 
guaranteeing equal rights to sexual minority employees. However, if organizations see 
that having gay-friendly policies in place can be advantageous for the organization, they 
may be more likely to endorse such policies.   
The lack of federal discrimination legislation protecting individuals on the basis 
of sexual orientation also highlights the importance of the current study. Due to the lack 
of such legislation, sexual minorities are not protected against workplace heterosexism in 
many states and no mandated repercussions exist for such discrimination in many 
organizations. Therefore, the only option for some GL individuals is to remain in a 
heterosexist work environment and attempt to cope with the discrimination. This lack of 
legal support may lead to a number of personal consequences for the GL individual, 
including a more negative social environment. In fact, the climate of the organization 
plays an important role in the quality and extent of friendships at work and influences 
facets of social support that can buffer the effects of heterosexism (Rumens, 2010).
Through identifying individual differences that can reduce the negative effects of 
workplace heterosexism for sexual minorities, it is possible to help these individuals 
develop characteristics that may make them more resilient to experiences of 
heterosexism. For example, an internal locus of control was found to buffer against many 
of the negative outcomes experienced by GL individuals as a result of workplace 
heterosexism. Furthermore, locus of control is a socially learned behavior (Pfeiffer, 1994) 
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and, thus, can be changed. Therefore, training sexual minorities to have an internal locus 
of control could reduce some of the negative outcomes these individuals experience as a 
result of workplace heterosexism. Many strategies already exist for increasing 
individuals’ internal locus of control and include counseling, goal-setting exercises, and 
life-planning workshops, and behavior modification techniques (Dufault, 1985). It would 
be beneficial to examine whether these methods work for sexual minorities and help them 
cope with experiences of heterosexism in the workplace.
However, as previously noted, disclosure of one’s sexual orientation can increase 
the likelihood of discrimination, which is why many GL individuals choose not to 
disclose their sexual identity at work. Moreover, without directly assessing employees’ 
locus of control, it may be difficult for organizations to identify individuals with an 
external locus of control. Hence, identifying GL individuals with an external locus of 
control who would benefit from locus of control training may be especially challenging 
for organizations. 
One possible solution to this problem is to offer locus of control training to all 
employees. This would not require sexual minorities to disclose their sexual identity or 
organizations to assess employees’ locus of control, but would serve to benefit GL 
employees with an external locus of control by fostering characteristics that would help 
them cope with workplace heterosexism. Furthermore, by offering the training to all 
employees, sexual minorities would not feel singled out (and perhaps more stigmatized) 
and the training may also benefit other employees. For example, a meta-analysis 
examining locus of control at work found that an internal locus of control was related to 
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numerous positive personal and organizational outcomes for employees, including 
increased well-being, job satisfaction, commitment, motivation, job performance, and 
career success (Ng, Sorensen, & Eby, 2006). These findings indicate that locus of control
training would benefit both sexual minority and heterosexual employees and, thus, may 
be a good investment for organizations in which laws or policies against discrimination 
on the basis of sexual orientation are lacking.    
It is important to note that helping sexual minorities develop characteristics to 
assist them in coping with workplace heterosexism does not imply that these individuals 
need to be “fixed” or that legislation and/or organizational policies banning 
discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation are not imperative. The purpose is to 
offer sexual minorities an option for coping with workplace heterosexism when no laws 
or organizational policies are in place to protect these individuals. Anti-discrimination 
legislation has been found to affect diversity in organizations (e.g., Kalev, Dobbin, & 
Kelly, 2006); however, the effectiveness of anti-discrimination legislation based on 
sexual orientation has been questioned. For example, research indicates that the 
enforcement of nondiscrimination laws based on sexual orientation is questionable, that 
many states and localities with such nondiscrimination laws lack any central agency or 
formal procedure for ensuring their enforcement, and that GL individuals rarely win 
claims filed in their favor (Riccucci & Gossett, 1996). 
Thus, legislation alone may be ineffective in dealing with the issue of workplace 
heterosexism, which is why top management support for nondiscrimination policies is 
also important (e.g., Neely Martinez, 1993). Not only is top management support 
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associated with the adoption and success of anti-discrimination and diversity initiatives 
(Rynes & Rosen, 1995), it is also related to positive outcomes for the organization and 
the targets of the initiatives. For example, Day and Schoenrade (2000) found that top 
management support for nondiscrimination policies based on sexual orientation was 
related to greater affective commitment and job satisfaction and lower work-family 
conflict for GL individuals. Top management support for such policies also demonstrates 
that discrimination will not be tolerated.
Limitations and Future Research
One limitation of the current study, which is shared with many survey-based 
designs, was the use of cross-sectional, self-report data. The use of this method does not 
allow for causal inferences to be made and it can also lead to common method bias, 
which can inflate the intercorrelations of the variables included in the study. As discussed 
by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff (2003) a Harman’s single-factor test 
(Harman, 1967) was conducted in order to test for common method bias. The test 
requires that all predictor and outcome variables be entered into an exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA) and, if a single factor accounts for the majority of the variance in ratings, 
method effects exist. The EFA extracted four factors with eigenvalues greater than one 
and the first factor accounted for only 31.3% of the variance in the dataset. Thus, 68.7% 
of the variance was unaccounted for in a single-factor model, indicating that it is unlikely 
that common method bias accounted for the significant results of the current study 
(Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).
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Another limitation of the current study was that a majority of participants were 
located in the southern portion of the U.S. Thus, results may be over-representative of 
this geographic region. In order to examine whether this was the case, an ANOVA was 
run in order to determine whether any of the variables of interest differed on the basis of 
participants’ geographic location. Results indicated significant differences in workplace 
heterosexism based on location, F(5,113) = 3.95, p < .01. Bonferroni post-hoc tests 
revealed that participants from the midwestern U.S. (M = 3.14, SD = 1.61) reported 
greater levels of workplace heterosexism than participants from the northeastern U.S. (M 
= 1.27, SD = .53, p < .01). Therefore, it is unlikely that participants’ responses from the 
southern U.S. were influencing findings from the current study since these individuals’ 
responses did not differ from other individuals’ responses on any of the variables of 
interest. However, future research may want to utilize a broader sample of participants 
who are more evenly distributed across geographic regions. 
Future research may also want to examine whether findings from the current 
study generalize to bisexual and transgendered individuals. Bisexual and transgendered
individuals’ responses were excluded from the current study because they differed from 
homosexual individuals’ responses on a number of variables. Moreover, response rates 
for bisexual and transgendered individuals were rather low and results from any analyses 
from these responses would not be very insightful or robust. However, with greater 
amounts of bisexual and transgendered participants, future research would be able to 
determine whether results from the current study generalize to these populations as well.  
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Finally, future research may want to examine other individual differences among 
sexual minorities that can affect responses to workplace heterosexism. The current 
research identified self-monitoring, neuroticism, and locus of control as personal factors 
of GL employees that affect the relationship between workplace heterosexism and 
numerous outcomes that are relevant to both the individual and the organization. Thus, 
the current study can serve as a springboard for future research to identify other 
individual differences that serve the same purpose in order to advance the understanding 
of sexual minority issues in the workplace.  
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APPENDICES
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Appendix A
Demographics Questionnaire
Instructions: This form is used to find out some basic information about you. Please read 
this form carefully and respond in the appropriate manner.
1.  What is your gender:
_______ Male
_______ Female
_______ Transgendered (male-to-female)
_______ Transgendered (female-to-male)
_______ Other (please specify): _______________________________
2.  How old are you: ________
3.  What is your race (choose all that apply)?:
_______ Caucasian/White
_______ African American/Black
_______ Hispanic American/Latino
_______ Asian American or Pacific Islander
_______ Native American
_______ Other (please specify): _______________________________
4.  What is your current zip code?: _____________________
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5.  What is your sexual orientation:
_______ Heterosexual (straight)
_______ Homosexual (gay man or lesbian)
_______ Bisexual
_______ Other (please specify): _______________________________
6.  Are you currently employed?: Yes No
7.  Are you currently self-employed?: Yes No
8.  Are you employed part- or full-time?: Part Full
9.  Do you work from home or in an organizational setting more frequently?:
Home Organization
Instructions: Please use the scale below to answer the following two questions:
1 2 3 4 5
very infrequent    infrequent   neither infrequent  frequent      very frequent
nor frequent
1.  On a daily basis, how much contact do you have with the public at work?
1 2 3 4 5
2.  On a daily basis, how much contact do you have with other employees at work?
1 2 3 4 5
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Instructions: Below, 23 different occupational categories are listed.  Please choose the 
occupational category that most closely matches the one in which your occupation is 
embedded.
_____ Architecture and Engineering
_____ Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media
_____ Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance
_____ Business and Financial Operations
_____ Community and Social Services
_____ Computer and Mathematical
_____ Construction and Extraction
_____ Education, Training, and Library
_____ Farming, Fishing, and Forestry
_____ Food Preparation and Serving Related
_____ Healthcare Practitioners and Technical
_____ Healthcare Support
_____ Installation, Maintenance, and Repair
_____ Legal
_____ Life, Physical, and Social Science
_____ Management
_____ Military Specific
_____ Office and Administrative Support _____ Protective Service
_____ Personal Care and Service _____ Sales and Related
_____ Production _____ Transportation and Material
           Moving
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Appendix B
Outness Inventory
Instructions: Use the following scale to indicate how open you are about your sexual 
orientation to the people listed below. Try to respond to all the items, but leave items 
blank if they do not apply to you.
Rating Scale:
1 = Person definitely does not know about your sexual orientation status.
2 = Person might know about your sexual orientation status, but it is never talked about.
3 = Person probably knows about your sexual orientation status, but it is never talked 
       about.
4 = Person probably knows about your sexual orientation status, but it is rarely talked 
       about.
5 = Person definitely knows about your sexual orientation status, but it is rarely talked 
       about.
6 = Person definitely knows about your sexual orientation status, and it is sometimes
       talked about.
7 = Person definitely knows about your sexual orientation status, and it is openly talked 
       about.
1. Mother 1         2         3         4         5         6         7
2. Father 1         2         3         4         5         6         7
3. Siblings (sisters, brothers) 1         2         3         4         5         6         7
4. Extended family/relatives 1         2         3         4         5         6         7
5. My new straight friends 1         2         3         4         5         6         7
6. My work peers 1         2         3         4         5         6         7
7. My work supervision 1         2         3         4         5         6         7
8. Members of my religious 
community (e.g., church, temple) 1         2         3         4         5         6         7
9. Leaders of my religious 
community (e.g., minister, rabbi) 1         2         3         4         5         6         7
10. Strangers, new acquaintances 1         2         3         4         5         6         7
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Appendix C
Stress in General Scale
Instructions: For each of the following words or phrases, think of your job in general.  
Please be as honest as possible. Your answers are completely confidential. Please
indicate how often each of the words or phrases describe your work, using the following 
scale:
1 2 3 4 5
         never          rarely      sometimes           often   all of the time
1. Demanding 1 2 3 4 5
2. Hectic 1 2 3 4 5
3. Calm 1 2 3 4 5
4. Relaxed 1 2 3 4 5
5. Many things stressful 1 2 3 4 5
6. Pushed 1 2 3 4 5
7. Pressured 1 2 3 4 5
8. Irritating 1 2 3 4 5
9. Under control 1 2 3 4 5
10. Nerve-wracking 1 2 3 4 5
11. Hassled 1 2 3 4 5
12. Comfortable 1 2 3 4 5
13. More stressful than I’d like 1 2 3 4 5
14. Smooth-running 1 2 3 4 5
15. Overwhelming 1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix D
Workplace Heterosexist Experiences Questionnaire
Instructions: Using the following scale, please indicate DURING THE PAST 12 
MONTHS in your workplace, have you been in a situation where any of your 
supervisors or coworkers:
                    0                         1                         2                         3                         4
                Never Once or Twice       Sometimes             Often         Most of the Time
1. Told offensive jokes about lesbians, gay 
men, or bisexual people (e.g., “fag” or 
“dyke” jokes, AIDS jokes)? 0 1 2 3 4
2. Made homophobic remarks in general 
(e.g., saying that gay people are sick or 
unfit to be parents)? 0 1 2 3 4
3. Ignored you in the office or in a meeting 
because you are gay/lesbian/bisexual? 0 1 2 3 4
4. Made crude or offensive sexual remarks 
about you either publically or to you? 0 1 2 3 4
5. Made homophobic remarks about you 
personally (e.g., saying you were sick or 
unfit to be a parent)? 0 1 2 3 4
6. Called you a “dyke,” “faggot,” “fence-sitter,” 
or some other slur? 0 1 2 3 4
7. Avoided touching you (e.g., shaking your 
hand) because of your sexual orientation? 0 1 2 3 4
8. Denied you a promotion, raise, or other 
career advancement because of your 
sexual orientation? 0 1 2 3 4
9. Made negative remarks based on your 
sexual orientation about you to other 
coworkers? 0 1 2 3 4
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10. Tampered with you materials (e.g., computer 
files, telephone) because of your sexual 
orientation? 0 1 2 3 4
11. Physically hurt (e.g., punched, hit, kicked, 
or beat you) because of your sexual 
orientation? 0 1 2 3 4
Instructions: Think about whether people at work know about your sexual orientation. If
you think they do know about your sexual orientation, please answer the following 
questions in the same manner as above. If you do not think people know about your 
sexual orientation, you can select the “N/A” or “not applicable” option. Please indicate 
DURING THE PAST 12 MONTHS in your workplace, have you been in a situation 
where any of your supervisors or coworkers:
12. Set you up on a date with a member of the 
other sex when you did not want it? 0        1        2        3        4        N/A
13. Left you out of social events because of your
sexual orientation? 0        1        2        3        4        N/A
14. Asked you questions about your personal 
life that made you uncomfortable (e.g., why 
you don’t take anyone or come to office 
social events)? 0        1        2        3        4        N/A
15. Displayed or distributed homophobic 
literature or materials in your office (e.g., 
electronic mail, fliers, brochures)? 0        1        2        3        4        N/A
16. Made you afraid that you would be treated 
poorly if you discussed your sexual 
orientation? 0        1        2        3        4        N/A
17. Implied faster promotions or better 
treatment if you kept quiet about your 
sexual orientation? 0        1        2        3        4        N/A
18. Made it necessary for you to pretend to be
heterosexual in social situations (e.g., 
bringing an other sex date to a company 
social event, going to a heterosexual “strip 
bar” for business purposes)? 0        1        2        3        4        N/A
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19. Made it necessary for you to lie about your 
personal life (e.g., saying that you went out 
on a date with a person of the opposite sex 
over the weekend or that you were engaged 
to be married)? 0        1        2        3        4        N/A
20. Discouraged your supervisors from 
promoting you because of your sexual 
orientation? 0        1        2        3        4        N/A
21. Made it necessary for you to “act straight” 
(e.g., monitor your speech, dress, or 
mannerisms)? 0        1        2        3        4        N/A
22. Made you feel as though you had to alter 
discussions about your personal life (e.g.,
referring to your partner as a “roommate”)? 0        1        2        3        4        N/A
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Appendix E
Revised Self-Monitoring Scale
Instructions: This survey relates to your perceptions of how you think about your 
interactions with others. Specifically, you should respond to items by thinking about the 
personal thoughts you have while communicating with other people. There are no correct 
responses, only your thoughts about your interactions. Please respond to each statement 
using the following scale:
                    1                         2                         3                         4                         5
        strongly disagree      disagree    neither disagree         agree           strongly agree
       nor agree        
1. In social situations, I have the ability to 
alter my behavior if I feel that something 
else is called for. 1 2 3 4 5
2. I am often able to read people’s true 
emotions correctly through their eyes. 1 2 3 4 5
3. I have the ability to control the way I 
come across to people, depending on the 
impression I wish to give them. 1 2 3 4 5
4. In conversations, I am sensitive to even 
the slightest change in the facial expression 
of the person I’m conversing with. 1 2 3 4 5
5. My powers of intuition are quite good 
when it comes to understanding others’ 
emotions and motives. 1 2 3 4 5
6. I can usually tell when others consider a 
joke to be in bad taste, even though they 
may laugh convincingly. 1 2 3 4 5
7. When I feel that the image I am portraying 
isn’t working I can readily change it to 
something that does. 1 2 3 4 5
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8. I can usually tell when I’ve said something
inappropriate by reading it in the listener’s 
eyes. 1 2 3 4 5
9. I have trouble changing my behavior to suit    
different people and different situations. 1 2 3 4 5
10. I have found that I can adjust my behavior 
to meet the requirements of any situation I 
find myself in. 1 2 3 4 5
11. If someone is lying to me, I usually know 
it at once from that person’s manner of 
expression. 1 2 3 4 5 
12. Even when it might be to my advantage, 
I have difficulty putting up a good front. 1 2 3 4 5
13. Once I know what the situation calls for, 
it’s easy for me to regulate my actions 
accordingly. 1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix F
Neuroticism Scale
Instructions: Please indicate how much you agree with each statement as descriptive of 
yourself using the following scale:
                    1                         2                         3                         4                         5
        strongly disagree      disagree    neither disagree         agree           strongly agree
       nor agree        
I believe I…
1. Am relaxed most of the time. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Get stressed out easily. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Worry about things. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Am easily disturbed. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Get upset easily. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Change my mood a lot. 1 2 3 4 5
7. Seldom feel blue. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Have frequent mood swings. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Get irritated easily. 1 2 3 4 5
10. Often feel blue. 1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix G
Modified Work Locus of Control Scale
Instructions: The following questions apply to experiences in your working life and 
views about your employment. Please respond to the following 20 items using the scale 
below:
1 2 3 4 5
       strongly       disagree neither disagree      agree             strongly
      disagree      nor agree          agree
1. My job is what I make of it. 1 2 3 4 5
2. On my job, I can pretty much accomplish 
whatever I set out to accomplish. 1 2 3 4 5
3. If I know what I want out of a job, I can 
find a job that gives it to me. 1 2 3 4 5
4. If I were unhappy about a decision made by
my boss, I would do something about it. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Getting the job I want is a matter of luck. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Getting a salary raise is primarily a matter 
of good fortune. 1 2 3 4 5
7. I am capable of doing my job well if I 
make the effort. 1 2 3 4 5
8. In order to get a really good job I would 
need to have family members or friends in 
high places. 1 2 3 4 5
9. I believe that promotions are usually a 
matter of good fortune. 1 2 3 4 5
10. When it comes to landing a really good 
job, who I know is more important than 
what I do. 1 2 3 4 5
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11. I would be given a promotion based on 
how I perform on the job. 1 2 3 4 5
12. In order to get a salary raise I would have 
to know the right people. 1 2 3 4 5
13. For me to be an outstanding employee on 
most jobs, it would take a lot of luck. 1 2 3 4 5
14. Getting rewarded on my job would depend 
on how well I perform. 1 2 3 4 5
15. When required I can have a good deal of 
influence on my supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5
16. When I make plans on my job, I am almost 
certain to make them work. 1 2 3 4 5
17. Although I might have the necessary 
abilities, I will not be given leadership 
responsibilities without appealing to those 
in positions of power. 1 2 3 4 5
18. It’s not always wise for me to plan ahead 
on the job because things turn out to be a 
matter of good or bad fortune. 1 2 3 4 5
19. When I get what I want on a job, it’s 
usually because I worked hard for it. 1 2 3 4 5
20. Whether or not I advance on the job 
depends on whether I’m lucky enough 
to be in the right place at the right time. 1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix H
Identity Management Strategies Scales
Instructions: The following items concern how lesbians and gay males handle 
information related to their sexual orientation in the workplace. Some people are 
completely “closeted” (i.e., hide their gay or lesbian identity), while others are 
completely “out” (i.e., have revealed their lesbian or gay identity). Still others use a 
combination of approaches; they are open with some coworkers and closeted around 
others.
Please take a moment and consider how you currently handle information related to your 
sexual orientation during your daily work-related activities. Then read the following 
statements and indicate, using the 7-point scale below, how much you agree or disagree 
with each statement. Your answers should reflect how you conduct yourself, on average, 
across all of your coworkers. Finally, references to “coworkers” should be understood to 
include your superiors, peers, and subordinates, as well as customers, clients, and other 
business associates.
            1                  2                  3                  4                  5                  6                  7
       strongly      disagree       slightly       uncertain       slightly         agree         strongly      
      disagree           disagree                  agree                     agree    
Counterfeiting Items:
1. To appear heterosexual, I sometimes 
talk about fictional dates with members 
of the opposite sex. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
2. I sometimes talk about opposite-sex 
relationships in my past, while I avoid 
mentioning more recent same-sex 
relationships. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
3. I sometimes comment on, or display 
interest in, members of the opposite sex 
to give the impression that I am straight. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
4. I have adjusted my level of participation 
in sports to appear heterosexual. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
5. I make sure that I don’t behave the way 
people expect gays or lesbians to behave. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
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6. I sometimes laugh at “fag” or “dyke” jokes
to fit in with my straight coworkers. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
Avoiding Items:
7. I avoid coworkers who frequently discuss 
sexual matters. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
8. I avoid situations (e.g., long lunches, 
parties) where heterosexual coworkers 
are likely to ask me personal questions. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
9. I let people know that I find personal 
questions to be inappropriate so that I 
am not faced with them. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
10. I avoid personal questions by never 
asking others about their personal lives. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
11. In order to keep my personal life private, 
I refrain from “mixing business with 
pleasure.” 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
12. I withdraw from conversations when 
the topic turns to things like dating or 
interpersonal relationships. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
13. I let people think I am a “loner” so that 
they won’t questions my apparent lack of 
a relationship. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
Integrating Items:
14. In my daily activities, I am open about my 
homosexuality whenever it comes up. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
15. Most of my coworkers know that I 
am gay/lesbian. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
16. Whenever I’m asked about being 
gay/lesbian, I always answer in an honest 
and matter-of-fact way. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
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17. It’s okay for my gay and lesbian 
friends to call me at work. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
18. My coworkers know of my interest 
in gay and lesbian issues. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
19. I look for opportunities to tell my 
coworkers that I am gay/lesbian. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
20. When a policy or law is discriminatory 
against gay men and lesbians, I tell 
people what I think. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
21. I let me coworkers know that I’m 
proud to be gay/lesbian. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
22. I openly confront others when I hear 
a homophobic remark or joke. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7
23. I display objects (e.g., photographs, 
magazines, symbols) which suggest 
that I am gay/lesbian. 1       2      3       4       5       6       7
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Appendix I
Psychiatric Symptom Index
Instructions: Using the following scale, please indicate how frequently you experienced 
each of the following 29 items during the past week. 
      0       1       2       3
   never         once in a while               fairly often                  very often
During the past week, how often did you:
1. Have an upset or sour stomach 0 1 2 3
2. Have a poor appetite 0 1 2 3
3. Have tightness or tension in your neck, back, 
or other muscles 0 1 2 3
4. Feel lonely 0 1 2 3
5. Have trouble remembering things 0 1 2 3
6. Feel bored or have little interest in things 0 1 2 3
7. Feel faint or dizzy 0 1 2 3
8. Lose your temper 0 1 2 3
9. Swear when not working hard or overheated 0 1 2 3
10. Lose sexual interest or pleasure 0 1 2 3
11. Feel easily annoyed or irritated 0 1 2 3
12. Have trouble getting to sleep or staying asleep 0 1 2 3
13. Notice your hands trembling 0 1 2 3
14. Cry easily or feel like crying 0 1 2 3
15. Have to avoid certain things, places, activities 
because they frighten you 0 1 2 3
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16. Have trouble concentrating 0 1 2 3
17. Feel critical of others 0 1 2 3
18. Have your heart pound or race when not 
physically active 0 1 2 3
19. Feel nervous or shaky inside 0 1 2 3
20. Feel downhearted or blue 0 1 2 3
21. Have difficulty making decisions 0 1 2 3
22. Have trouble getting your breath 0 1 2 3
23. Feel low in energy or slowed down 0 1 2 3
24. Feel hopeless about the future 0 1 2 3
25. Feel tense or keyed up 0 1 2 3
26. Have your mind go blank 0 1 2 3
27. Have any thoughts about possibly ending your life 0 1 2 3
28. Get angry over things that are not too important 0 1 2 3
29. Feel fearful or afraid 0 1 2 3
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Appendix J
Work Withdrawal Measure
Instructions: Please indicate how many times you have done the following things in the 
past year using the scale below. REMEMBER THAT ALL OF YOUR ANSWERS ARE 
PRIVATE.
1               2               3               4               5               6               7                8
        never       once a        2 or 3        every        about     more than     once      more than
  year          times         other      once per     once           per         once per
     per year     month        year      per month    week          week
1. Messing with equipment so
that you cannot get work done. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8
2. Letting others do your work
for you. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8
3. Taking frequent or long coffee
or lunch breaks. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8
4. Making excuses to go somewhere
to get out of work. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8
5. Being late for work. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8
6. Doing poor work. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8
7. Using equipment (such as the
phone) for personal use without
permission. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8
8. Looking at your watch or clock
a lot. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8
9. Ignoring those tasks that will not
help your performance review or
pay raise. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8
10. Thinking about quitting your job
because of work-related issues. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8
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11. Looked for a different job. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8
12. Asked people you know about
jobs in other places or looked
at job advertisements. 1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8
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Appendix K
Job Withdrawal Measures
Instructions: Please answer each of the following questions by selecting the appropriate 
response for each item.
1. How often do you think about quitting your job?
a. Never
b. Seldom
c. Sometimes
d. Often
e. Constantly
2. How likely is it that you will QUIT your job in the next several months?
a. Very unlikely
b. Unlikely
c. Neither likely nor unlikely
d. Likely
e. Very likely
3. All things considered, how desirable is it for you to quit your job?
a. Very desirable
b. Desirable
c. Neutral; neither undesirable nor desirable
d. Undesirable
e. Very undesirable
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Table 1: Descriptive Data, Internal Consistency Reliability of Measures, and Intercorrelations Among Variables
Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1. Gender .38* .49* --
2. Age 39.11* 12.59* .00** --
3. Public Outness 4.96* 1.26* -.03** .11** .82**
4. Work Stress 3.06* .36* .00** -.01** -.02** .91**
5. Workplace Heterosexism 5.70* 8.51* .10** -.17** -.34** .06** .95**
6. Self-Monitoring 3.50* .45* .14** -.07** -.05** .24** .17**
7. Neuroticism 2.73* .52* -.07** -.21** -.06** .25** .18**
8. Locus of Control 3.19* .31* -.09** -.08** -.01** .09** .10**
9. Disclosure at Work 3.15* .87* -.12** .12** .59** .05** -.50**
10. Counterfeiting 1.68* .92* .13** -.05** -.40** .15** .61**
11. Avoiding 2.51* 1.52* .20** -.04** -.45** .16** .58**
12. Integrating 5.08* 1.48* -.05** .10** .64** .01** -.50**
13. Psychological Distress 15.43* 11.39* .07** -.26** -.18** .31** .29**
14. Work Withdrawal 2.29* .93* -.08** -.12** .03** .13** .24**
15. Job Withdrawal 1.97* .93* -.08** -.24** -.03** .13** .20**
Note: Table 1 is continued on pp. 102–103.
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Table 1 (cont.)
Variables M SD 6 7 8 9 10
1. Gender .38* .49*
2. Age 39.11* 12.59*
3. Public Outness 4.96* 1.26*
4. Work Stress 3.06* .36*
5. Workplace Heterosexism 5.70* 8.51*
6. Self-Monitoring 3.69* .55* .86**
7. Neuroticism 2.73* .52* -.10** .87**
8. Locus of Control 3.19* .31* .08** -.07** .89**
9. Disclosure at Work 3.15* .87* -.04** -.07** -.07** .91**
10. Counterfeiting 1.68* .92* .32** .22** .11** -.42** .86**
11. Avoiding 2.51* 1.52* .20** .18** .11** -.57** .59**
12. Integrating 5.08* 1.48* -.07** -.03** -.02** .81** -.47**
13. Psychological Distress 15.43* 11.39* -.07** .52** .00** -.16** .30**
14. Work Withdrawal 2.29* .93* -.10** .33** -.03** -.04** .20**
15. Job Withdrawal 1.97* .93* -.11** .25** .21** -.05** .08**
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Table 1 (cont.)
Variables M SD 11 12 13 14 15
1. Gender .38* .49*
2. Age 39.11* 12.59*
3. Public Outness 4.96* 1.26*
4. Work Stress 3.06* .36*
5. Workplace Heterosexism 5.70* 8.51*
6. Self-Monitoring 3.50* .45*
7. Neuroticism 2.73* .52*
8. Locus of Control 3.19* .31*
9. Disclosure at Work 3.15* .87*
10. Counterfeiting 1.68* .92*
11. Avoiding 2.51* 1.52* .90**
12. Integrating 5.08* 1.48* -.62** .92**
13. Psychological Distress 15.43* 11.39* .38** -.20** .94**
14. Work Withdrawal 2.29* .93* .25** -.06** .30** .76**
15. Job Withdrawal 1.97* .93* .22** -.06** .36** .50** .81**
Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01. Means and standard deviations are based on uncorrected values. Gender was coded as 0 = male 
and 1 = female. Public Outness, Counterfeiting, Avoiding, and Integrating variables range from 1–7, with 7 indicating a 
more positive level of the variable. Work Stress, Self-Monitoring, Neuroticism, Locus of Control, and Job Withdrawal 
variables range from 1–5, with 5 indicating a more positive level of the variable. Workplace Heterosexism variable ranges 
from 0–88, with 88 indicating a more positive level of the variable. Disclosure at Work variable ranges from 1–4, with 4 
indicating a more positive level of the variable. Psychological Distress variable ranges from 0–87, with 87 indicating a 
more positive level of the variable. Work Withdrawal variable ranges from 1–8, with 8 indicating a more positive level of 
the variable. Reliability coefficients are reported in bold in the diagonal.
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Table 2: Hierarchical Regression Results for Hypotheses 2a–2g
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Disclosure at Work 1 Source 1 .384 .623 -.54 -2.96 .00
Source 2 -.40 -2.00 .05
Source 3 -.44 -1.83 .07
Public Outness .35 6.72 .00
2 Source 1 .078 .145 -.36 -2.06 .04
Source 2 -.30 -1.57 .12
Source 3 -.29 -1.30 .20
Public Outness .30 5.82 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.20 -4.21 .00
3 Source 1 .002 .004 -.35 -1.98 .05
Source 2 -.27 -1.38 .17
Source 3 -.27 -1.18 .24
Public Outness .30 5.83 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.20 -4.25 .00
Self-Monitoring .08 .68 .50
4 Source 1 .002 .004 -.36 -2.01 .05
Source 2 -.27 -1.38 .17
Source 3 -.26 -1.12 .27
Public Outness .31 5.83 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.21 -4.28 .00
Self-Monitoring .07 .65 .52
Workplace Heterosexism X Self-Monitoring .06 .65 .52
Note: Table 2 is continued on pp. 105–109.
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Table 2 (cont.)
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Counterfeiting 1 Public Outness .164 .196 -.10 -4.95 .00
2 Public Outness .256 .441 -.06 -3.10 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .13 7.40 .00
3 Public Outness .045 .084 -.06 -3.29 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .12 6.97 .00
Self-Monitoring .12 3.23 .00
4 Public Outness .008 .015 -.05 -3.00 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .11 6.39 .00
Self-Monitoring .12 3.18 .01
Workplace Heterosexism X Self-Monitoring .04 1.34 .18
Avoiding 1 Gender .236 .309 .62 2.67 .01
Public Outness -.49 -5.51 .00
2 Gender .194 .340 .50 2.48 .02
Public Outness -.32 -3.83 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .51 6.49 .00
3 Gender .007 .012 .46 2.27 .03
Public Outness -.32 -3.86 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .49 6.24 .00
Self-Monitoring .23 1.22 .22
4 Gender .000 .000 .46 2.25 .03
Public Outness -.31 -3.74 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .49 5.99 .00
Self-Monitoring .22 1.21 .23
Workplace Heterosexism X Self-Monitoring .03 .19 .85
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Table 2 (cont.)
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Integrating 1 Source 1 .417 .715 -.30 -.99 .32
Source 2 -.47 -1.42 .16
Source 3 -.63 -1.59 .11
Public Outness .69 7.90 .00
2 Source 1 .088 .178 .02 .07 .95
Source 2 -.28 -.92 .36
Source 3 -.37 -1.02 .31
Public Outness .59 7.02 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.36 -4.65 .00
3 Source 1 .000 .000 .02 .07 .94
Source 2 -.28 -.89 .37
Source 3 -.37 -1.00 .32
Public Outness .59 6.99 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.36 -4.56 .00
Self-Monitoring .01 .03 .98
4 Source 1 .002 .004 .01 .02 .98
Source 2 -.28 -.89 .37
Source 3 -.35 -.93 .36
Public Outness .60 6.96 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.37 -4.58 .00
Self-Monitoring .00 .00 .99
Workplace Heterosexism X Self-Monitoring .09 .65 .52
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Table 2 (cont.)
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Psychological Distress 1 Source 1 .238 .312 .75 2.56 .01
Source 2 .08 .24 .81
Source 3 .65 1.73 .09
Age -.02 -2.57 .01
Public Outness -.11 -1.26 .21
Work Stress 1.08 3.65 .00
2 Source 1 .018 .024 .63 2.10 .04
Source 2 .00 .01 .99
Source 3 .55 1.45 .15
Age -.02 -2.37 .02
Public Outness -.07 -.80 .43
Work Stress 1.03 3.48 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .14 1.71 .09
3 Source 1 .034 .048 .58 1.96 .05
Source 2 -.14 -.44 .66
Source 3 .43 1.13 .26
Age -.02 -2.47 .02
Public Outness -.08 -.93 .36
Work Stress 1.17 3.95 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .17 2.09 .04
Self-Monitoring -.44 -2.37 .02
4 Source 1 .000 .000 .58 1.94 .05
Source 2 -.14 -.43 .67
Source 3 .43 1.12 .26
Age -.02 -2.45 .02
Public Outness -.08 -.90 .37
Work Stress 1.17 3.94 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .17 2.03 .05
Self-Monitoring -.44 -2.36 .02
Workplace Heterosexism X Self-Monitoring .00 .01 .99
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Table 2 (cont.)
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Work Withdrawal 1 Occupation 1 .024 .025 -.04 -.10 .92
Occupation 2 -.73 -1.68 .10
2 Occupation 1 .063 .069 -.17 -.41 .68
Occupation 2 -.75 -1.80 .08
Workplace Heterosexism .18 2.82 .01
3 Occupation 1 .015 .017 -.20 -.48 .63
Occupation 2 -.73 -1.74 .09
Workplace Heterosexism .19 3.02 .00
Self-Monitoring -.22 -1.39 .17
4 Occupation 1 .050 .059 -.25 -.60 .55
Occupation 2 -.80 -1.95 .05
Workplace Heterosexism .25 3.78 .00
Self-Monitoring -.25 -1.57 .12
Workplace Heterosexism X Self-Monitoring -.32 -2.59 .01
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Table 2 (cont.)
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Job Withdrawal 1 Source 1 .116 .131 .33 1.53 .13
Source 2 .23 1.01 .32
Source 3 .81 2.97 .00
Age -.02 -2.61 .01
2 Source 1 .011 .013 .25 1.09 .28
Source 2 .17 .73 .47
Source 3 .73 2.58 .01
Age -.02 -2.41 .02
Workplace Heterosexism .08 1.26 .21
3 Source 1 .022 .026 .21 .93 .36
Source 2 .08 .34 .73
Source 3 .66 2.33 .02
Age -.02 -2.46 .02
Workplace Heterosexism .10 1.58 .12
Self-Monitoring -.25 -1.77 .08
4 Source 1 .001 .001 .22 .95 .34
Source 2 .09 .36 .72
Source 3 .65 2.31 .02
Age -.02 -2.44 .02
Workplace Heterosexism .10 1.60 .11
Self-Monitoring -.25 -1.74 .08
Workplace Heterosexism X Self-Monitoring -.03 -.30 .76
Note: Source 1, Source 2, and Source 3 are the dummy variables that were created for the source of data collection. Occupation 1 and Occupation 2 
are the dummy variables that were created for occupation. Cohen's f2 is a measure of effect size. Effect sizes of .02, .15, and .35 are considered 
small, medium, and large, respectively.2
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Table 3: Hierarchical Regression Results for Hypotheses 3a–3g
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Disclosure at Work 1 Source 1 .384 .623 -.54 -2.96 .00
Source 2 -.40 -2.00 .05
Source 3 -.44 -1.83 .07
Public Outness .35 6.72 .00
2 Source 1 .078 .145 -.36 -2.06 .04
Source 2 -.30 -1.57 .12
Source 3 -.29 -1.30 .20
Public Outness .30 5.82 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.20 -4.21 .00
3 Source 1 .002 .004 -.39 -2.16 .03
Source 2 -.32 -1.67 .10
Source 3 -.31 -1.34 .18
Public Outness .30 5.78 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.20 -4.25 .00
Neuroticism .08 .70 .49
4 Source 1 .001 .002 -.38 -2.08 .04
Source 2 -.29 -1.49 .14
Source 3 -.29 -1.24 .22
Public Outness .30 5.73 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.21 -4.24 .00
Neuroticism .08 .71 .48
Workplace Heterosexism X Neuroticism .06 .55 .59
Note: Table 3 is continued on pp. 111–115.
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Table 3 (cont.)
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β     t p-value
Counterfeiting 1 Public Outness .164 .196 -.10 -4.95 .00
2 Public Outness .256 .441 -.06 -3.10 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .13 7.40 .00
3 Public Outness .035 .064 -.06 -3.34 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .11 6.57 .00
Neuroticism .13 2.83 .01
4 Public Outness .002 .004 -.06 -3.16 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .11 5.97 .00
Neuroticism .13 2.78 .01
Workplace Heterosexism X Neuroticism .02 .66 .51
Avoiding 1 Gender .236 .309 .62 2.67 .01
Public Outness -.49 -5.51 .00
2 Gender .194 .340 .50 2.48 .02
Public Outness -.32 -3.83 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .51 6.49 .00
3 Gender .005 .009 .47 2.28 .02
Public Outness -.32 -3.88 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .49 6.05 .00
Neuroticism .23 .99 .32
4 Gender .000 .000 .46 2.25 .03
Public Outness -.31 -3.71 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .48 5.62 .00
Neuroticism .22 .96 .34
Workplace Heterosexism X Neuroticism .08 .47 .64
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Table 3 (cont.)
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Integrating 1 Source 1 .417 .715 -.30 -.99 .32
Source 2 -.47 -1.42 .16
Source 3 -.63 -1.59 .11
Public Outness .69 7.90 .00
2 Source 1 .088 .178 .02 .07 .95
Source 2 -.28 -.92 .36
Source 3 -.37 -1.02 .31
Public Outness .59 7.02 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.36 -4.65 .00
3 Source 1 .001 .002 -.01 -.02 .99
Source 2 -.31 -.98 .33
Source 3 -.38 -1.04 .30
Public Outness .58 6.99 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.36 -4.65 .00
Neuroticism .08 .41 .68
4 Source 1 .001 .002 .01 .04 .97
Source 2 -.26 -.82 .42
Source 3 -.35 -.93 .35
Public Outness .58 6.93 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.37 -4.62 .00
Neuroticism .08 .42 .68
Workplace Heterosexism X Neuroticism .10 .56 .58
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Table 3 (cont.)
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β     t p-value
Psychological Distress 1 Source 1 .238 .312 .75 2.56 .01
Source 2 .08 .24 .81
Source 3 .65 1.73 .09
Age -.02 -2.57 .01
Public Outness -.11 -1.26 .21
Work Stress 1.08 3.65 .00
2 Source 1 .018 .024 .63 2.10 .04
Source 2 .00 .01 .99
Source 3 .55 1.45 .15
Age -.02 -2.37 .02
Public Outness -.07 -.80 .43
Work Stress 1.03 3.48 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .14 1.71 .09
3 Source 1 .113 .179 .28 .96 .34
Source 2 -.29 -.97 .33
Source 3 .37 1.06 .29
Age -.01 -1.89 .06
Public Outness -.08 -1.04 .30
Work Stress .53 1.80 .08
Workplace Heterosexism .11 1.49 .14
Neuroticism .92 4.58 .00
4 Source 1 .003 .005 .26 .89 .38
Source 2 -.34 -1.10 .27
Source 3 .34 .94 .35
Age -.01 -1.90 .06
Public Outness -.08 -1.00 .32
Work Stress .53 1.81 .07
Workplace Heterosexism .12 1.61 .11
Neuroticism .92 4.55 .00
Workplace Heterosexism X Neuroticism -.12 -.70 .49
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Table 3 (cont.)
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Work Withdrawal 1 Occupation 1 .024 .025 -.04 -.10 .92
Occupation 2 -.73 -1.68 .10
2 Occupation 1 .063 .069 -.17 -.41 .68
Occupation 2 -.75 -1.80 .08
Workplace Heterosexism .18 2.82 .01
3 Occupation 1 -.34 -.84 .40
Occupation 2 -.36 -.85 .40
Workplace Heterosexism .076 .091 .14 2.29 .02
Neuroticism .54 3.22 .00
4 Occupation 1 .003 .004 -.39 -.93 .36
Occupation 2 -.35 -.84 .40
Workplace Heterosexism .13 2.11 .04
Neuroticism .55 3.26 .00
Workplace Heterosexism X Neuroticism .10 .66 .51
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Table 3 (cont.)
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Job Withdrawal 1 Source 1 .116 .131 .33 1.53 .13
Source 2 .23 1.01 .32
Source 3 .81 2.97 .00
Age -.02 -2.61 .01
2 Source 1 .011 .013 .25 1.09 .28
Source 2 .17 .73 .47
Source 3 .73 2.58 .01
Age -.02 -2.41 .02
Workplace Heterosexism .08 1.26 .21
3 Source 1 .033 .039 .15 .67 .50
Source 2 .09 .36 .72
Source 3 .69 2.46 .02
Age -.01 -2.07 .04
Workplace Heterosexism .06 1.05 .30
Neuroticism .33 2.18 .03
4 Source 1 .016 .019 .11 .48 .63
Source 2 -.02 -.07 .95
Source 3 .60 2.15 .03
Age -.01 -2.12 .04
Workplace Heterosexism .09 1.43 .15
Neuroticism .33 2.16 .03
Workplace Heterosexism X Neuroticism -.23 -1.64 .10
Note: Source 1, Source 2, and Source 3 are the dummy variables that were created for the source of data collection. Occupation 1 and Occupation 2 
are the dummy variables that were created for occupation. Cohen's f2 is a measure of effect size. Effect sizes of .02, .15, and .35 are considered 
small, medium, and large, respectively.2
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Table 4: Hierarchical Regression Results for Hypotheses 4a–4g
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Disclosure at Work 1 Source 1 .384 .623 -.54 -2.96 .00
Source 2 -.40 -2.00 .05
Source 3 -.44 -1.83 .07
Public Outness .35 6.72 .00
2 Source 1 .078 .145 -.36 -2.06 .04
Source 2 -.30 -1.57 .12
Source 3 -.29 -1.30 .20
Public Outness .30 5.82 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.20 -4.21 .00
3 Source 1 .000 .000 -.36 -2.05 .04
Source 2 -.29 -1.55 .12
Source 3 -.30 -1.30 .20
Public Outness .30 5.76 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.20 -4.18 .00
Locus of Control .03 .13 .90
4 Source 1 .020 .039 -.36 -2.06 .04
Source 2 -.30 -1.62 .11
Source 3 -.31 -1.40 .17
Public Outness .28 5.55 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.21 -4.39 .00
Locus of Control -.04 -.19 .85
Workplace Heterosexism X Locus of Control .31 2.13 .04
Note: Table 4 is continued on pp. 117–121.
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Table 4 (cont.)
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Counterfeiting 1 Public Outness .164 .196 -.10 -4.95 .00
2 Public Outness .256 .441 -.06 -3.10 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .13 7.40 .00
3 Public Outness .035 .064 -.06 -3.34 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .11 6.57 .00
Locus of Control .13 2.83 .01
4 Public Outness .002 .004 -.06 -3.16 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .11 5.97 .00
Locus of Control .13 2.78 .01
Workplace Heterosexism X Locus of Control .02 .66 .51
Avoiding 1 Gender .236 .309 .62 2.67 .01
Public Outness -.49 -5.51 .00
2 Gender .194 .340 .50 2.48 .02
Public Outness -.32 -3.83 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .51 6.49 .00
3 Gender .005 .009 .47 2.28 .02
Public Outness -.32 -3.88 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .49 6.05 .00
Locus of Control .23 .99 .32
4 Gender .001 .002 .46 2.25 .03
Public Outness -.31 -3.71 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .48 5.62 .00
Locus of Control .22 .96 .34
Workplace Heterosexism X Locus of Control .08 .47 .64
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Table 4 (cont.)
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Integrating 1 Source 1 .417 .715 -.30 -.99 .32
Source 2 -.47 -1.42 .16
Source 3 -.63 -1.59 .11
Public Outness .69 7.90 .00
2 Source 1 .088 .178 .02 .07 .95
Source 2 -.28 -.92 .36
Source 3 -.37 -1.02 .31
Public Outness .59 7.02 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.36 -4.65 .00
3 Source 1 .001 .002 .02 .07 .95
Source 2 -.27 -.87 .38
Source 3 -.39 -1.06 .29
Public Outness .58 6.94 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.36 -4.67 .00
Locus of Control .19 .56 .58
4 Source 1 .013 .027 .03 .09 .93
Source 2 -.28 -.92 .36
Source 3 -.42 -1.13 .26
Public Outness .56 6.74 .00
Workplace Heterosexism -.37 -4.83 .00
Locus of Control .10 .30 .77
Workplace Heterosexism X Locus of Control .43 1.78 .08
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Table 4 (cont.)
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Psychological Distress 1 Source 1 .238 .312 .75 2.56 .01
Source 2 .08 .24 .81
Source 3 .65 1.73 .09
Age -.02 -2.57 .01
Public Outness -.11 -1.26 .21
Work Stress 1.08 3.65 .00
2 Source 1 .018 .024 .63 2.10 .04
Source 2 .00 .01 .99
Source 3 .55 1.45 .15
Age -.02 -2.37 .02
Public Outness -.07 -.80 .43
Work Stress 1.03 3.48 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .14 1.71 .09
3 Source 1 .010 .014 .63 2.09 .04
Source 2 -.03 -.09 .93
Source 3 .60 1.57 .12
Age -.02 -2.42 .02
Public Outness -.06 -.70 .49
Work Stress 1.01 3.42 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .15 1.84 .07
Locus of Control -.44 -1.29 .20
4 Source 1 .009 .012 .64 2.13 .04
Source 2 -.03 -.11 .91
Source 3 .58 1.52 .13
Age -.02 -2.25 .03
Public Outness -.07 -.85 .40
Work Stress 1.01 3.45 .00
Workplace Heterosexism .14 1.76 .08
Locus of Control -.50 -1.45 .15
Workplace Heterosexism X Locus of Control .30 1.22 .23
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Table 4 (cont.)
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Work Withdrawal 1 Occupation 1 .024 .025 -.04 -.10 .92
Occupation 2 -.73 -1.68 .10
2 Occupation 1 .063 .069 -.17 -.41 .68
Occupation 2 -.75 -1.80 .08
Workplace Heterosexism .18 2.82 .01
3 Occupation 1 -.19 -.46 .65
Occupation 2 -.78 -1.86 .07
Workplace Heterosexism .006 .007 .18 2.88 .01
Locus of Control -.28 -.88 .38
4 Occupation 1 .020 .023 -.23 -.54 .59
Occupation 2 -.85 -2.01 .05
Workplace Heterosexism .19 2.91 .00
Locus of Control -.30 -.94 .35
Workplace Heterosexism X Locus of Control -.39 -1.59 .12
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Table 4 (cont.)
Dependent Variable Model Independent Variable ΔR2 Cohen's f2 β    t p-value
Job Withdrawal 1 Source 1 .116 .131 .33 1.53 .13
Source 2 .23 1.01 .32
Source 3 .81 2.97 .00
Age -.02 -2.61 .01
2 Source 1 .011 .013 .25 1.09 .28
Source 2 .17 .73 .47
Source 3 .73 2.58 .01
Age -.02 -2.41 .02
Workplace Heterosexism .08 1.26 .21
3 Source 1 .010 .012 .25 1.12 .27
Source 2 .20 .86 .39
Source 3 .70 2.48 .01
Age -.02 -2.39 .02
Workplace Heterosexism .07 1.15 .25
Locus of Control .32 1.21 .23
4 Source 1 .001 .001 .26 1.13 .26
Source 2 .21 .86 .39
Source 3 .70 2.47 .02
Age -.01 -2.32 .02
Workplace Heterosexism .07 1.14 .26
Locus of Control .30 1.13 .26
Workplace Heterosexism X Locus of Control .08 .40 .69
Note: Source 1, Source 2, and Source 3 are the dummy variables that were created for the source of data collection. Occupation 1 and Occupation 2 
are the dummy variables that were created for occupation. Cohen's f2 is a measure of effect size. Effect sizes of .02, .15, and .35 are considered 
small, medium, and large, respectively.2
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Figure 1. Self-monitoring, neuroticism, and locus of control as hypothesized moderators 
of workplace heterosexism and disclosure at work, the use of counterfeiting, avoiding, 
and integrating identity management strategies, psychological distress, and work and job 
withdrawal.
Workplace 
Heterosexism
Disclosure at Work (-)
Counterfeiting (+)
Avoiding (+)
Integrating (-)
Psychological Distress (+)
Work Withdrawal (+)
Job Withdrawal (+)
Self-Monitoring
Neuroticism
Locus of Control
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Figure 2. Moderating effect of self-monitoring on the relationship between workplace 
heterosexism and work withdrawal.
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Figure 3.1. Moderating effect of neuroticism on the relationship between workplace 
heterosexism and the use of counterfeiting identity management strategies.
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Figure 3.2. Moderating effect of neuroticism on the relationship between workplace 
heterosexism and job withdrawal.
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Figure 4.1. Moderating effect of locus of control on the relationship between workplace 
heterosexism and disclosure at work.
127
Figure 4.2. Moderating effect of locus of control on the relationship between workplace 
heterosexism and the use of avoiding identity management strategies.
128
Figure 4.3. Moderating effect of locus of control on the relationship between workplace 
heterosexism and the use of integrating identity management strategies.
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